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Abstract
Special Education Integration-Unification Initiative

for Students with Specific Learning Disabilities:
An Investigation of Program Status and Impact

Recent calls for a reconceptualization of service delivery models that reduce

the segregation of students with specific learning disabilities (and other disabling

conditions) and create a more unified system responsive to all students' needs have

resulted in much debate and dramatic programmatic changes. Proponents for such

change believe that: (1) equally successful or superior outcomes can be achieved

for students without the stigma associated with segregated programs, (2) students

failing to thrive in the current general education programs but ineligible for special

education services can benefit from increased collaboration of all school personnel,

and (3) integrated or unified models permit greater cost efficiency. The need for

careful scrutiny of this initiative and attention to important questions associated

with the proposed integration or unified model has been voiced by professional and

advocacy groups. Those expressing reservations point to: (I) the absence of

sufficient empirical evidence supporting such changes, (2) the potential damage to

students qualifying for special education services, and (3) doubts that general

education teachers can and will provide sufficient accommodations for students

with special education needs.

This study sought to: (1) capture the current status and process of what may

pro\ e to he the most significant change in services for students with specific
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learning disabilities on a state-wide basis, (2) document factors that serve as the

basis for or reluctance forsuch change, (3) provide preliminary evidence of

perceived and actual outcomes of integration initiatives undertaken to date, and (4)

identify obstacles to the implementation of an integration model. The investigation

focused on I I research questions as they relate to students eligible and receiving

special education services under the category of learning disabilities in Virginia's

public schools. A series of mail surveys followed by interviews, observations,

extant achievement data, and document reviews were used to address the 11

questions. Common elements across survey questions permit response comparisons

of the population of special education supervisors and a random statewide sample

of general education supervisors, building principals, general el,:mentary and

secondary education teachers, and LD teachers employed in systems that are and

are not actively attempting to implement the integration concept. Interviews with

a subsample of educators representing thes :'. groups, a small sample of students

with specific learning disabilities and a mail survey and field interviews of parents

with children displaying learning disabilities provide insights to the reactions of

these important stakeholders.

Descriptive statistics were generated to characterize findings from the various

target groups and are presented herein along with findings from open-ended queries

included to identify shared and group-specific views and concerns. Achievement

scores from a small group of students with learning disabilities served in programs

that hare and have not initiated increased integration or inclusion efforts provide a

preliminary, albeit crude, window to academic outcomes over a one-year period.

18
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Introduction

Since 1976 - 77, the number of students with disabilities who receive

specialized educational services has increased 21.2% to over 4.5 million students

served during the 1987-88 school year. During this same period, the number of

school age children and youth with learning disabilities has grown from 797,213 to

over 1.9 million (National Council on Disabilities, 1989; U.S. Dept. of Education,

1989). These dramatic increases have brought charges of over-identification,

misidentification, and questions regarding the validity of learning disabilities as a

distinct construct (Algozzine & Ysseldyke, 1986; Coles, 1989; Collier & Hoover,

1987: Gartner, 1986; Ross, 1990; Shepard, 1983). At the same time, there is great

concern for many other students (presumably without disabilities) who are failing

to thrive in current general educational programs (Adelman, 1989; Adelman &

Taylor, 1986; Pianta, 1990).

To address these concerns, a number of professionals (e.g., Doyle &

LaGrasta, 1988; Hauptman, 1982, Gartner, 1986; Gartner & Lipsky, 1989;

Jenkins, Pious, & Peterson, 1988; Reynolds, Wang & Walberg, 1987; Wang &

Reynolds, 1985; Wang & Walberg, 1988; Stainback & Stainback, 1984; 1987; Will,

1986) suggest that students with learning disabilities and other handicapping

conditions would be better (and more efficiently) served in general education

classrooms with the support of special education personnel. Here, all students with

Final Report R117E10145 (C.K. Houck, 1992) - Page 19
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learning difficulties (not necessarily disabilities) could benefit without the stigma

associated with segregated programming. This controversial concept, promoted

under the terms Regular Education Initiative (REI) and integrated or unified

programming, is being adopted and implemented in school systems on the basis

of proponents' optimism for: (I) successful outcomes without the stigma associated

with segregated programs, (2) broad-spread benefits to all students, and (3) greater

cost efficiency through a merger of all school resources in one unified effort. Key

to this perspective is the belief that ownership for learning difficulties should be

taken from the shoulders of the students and recast as an educational mismatch

requiring a well-coordinated, unified intervention effort (Gartner & Lipsky, 1989).

Evidence of this initiative may he seen in:

I. the growing number of system documents (e.g., New York City Board of

Education's Special Education Report: Special Education and A Changing

Policy, 1989 & California's General Education /Special Education Interface

Task Force Report, 1988);

2. the extensive number of publications and presentations cited in the ERIC

and RIE database that focus on the relationship between regular and

special education (e.g., Aff leck, Madge, Adams, & Lowenbraun, 1988;

Jenkins, Pious, & Peterson, 1988);

3. priority funding for efforts such as the synthesis project, Synthesis on

Research in Educating Children with Handicaps in the General Education

Setting initiated by the Office of Special Education and Rehabilitation

Services (cited in Smith, 1988), and

4. reports coming from the focused research initiative sponsored by the

Division of Innovation and Development, U.S. Department of

Ulna' Report R117E10145 (C.K. Houck, 1992) - Page 20
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Education's Office of Special Education Programs (e.g., see reports from

Cooper & Speece, 1990; Nowecek, McKinney & Hallahan, 1990; Schulte,

Osborne, & McKinney, 1990, Zigmond & Baker, 1990, and an overview

presented by Kaufman, Kameenui, Birman, & Danielson, 1990).

Clearly, these calls for change are, in part, due to the heightened focus on

education, educational reform, and the staggering budget deficits at every

governing level.

Proponents' optimism has been tempered by calls for careful attention to

many unanswered questions related to the RE!. Position statements concerning

this initiative have been prepared by organizations including the National Joint

Committee on Learning Disabilities (1982; 1991), the Division of Learning

Disabilities (1986), and the Association for Children and Adults with Learning

Disabilities -- now LDA (1986). Along with position statements, a number of

professionals have expressed specific concerns related to:

I. the absence of sufficient empirical evidence to support such programmatic

changes (Anderegg & Vergason, 1987; Fuchs & Fuchs, 1988; Kauffman,

Gerber, & Semmel, 1988; Keogh 1990; Martin, 1987; McKinney &

Hocutt, 1988; Wagner, 1990; Wiederholt, 1989; Zigmond & Baker, 1990);

2. fear that the movement toward integrated services (through increased

"general" education placements) will cause students with specific learning

disabilities (and other handicapping conditions) to be unserved or

inadequately served (Lerner, 1987); and,

3. doubts of the extent that general education teachers can and will

accommodate the special needs of students with learning disabilities with
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increased integration (Bryan, Bay & Donahue, 1988; Byrnes, 1990;

Kauffman, Gerber, & Semmel, 1988; Lieberman, 1985; McKinney &

Hocutt, 1988).

it is fair to say that the REF /integration initiative has generated much debate

along with a call for closer scrutiny of this dramatic policy shift. Regarding the

need for close scrutiny, Martin noted' that "... (a)n appropriate public policy for

the present should be a very conservative one, seeking to gather scientifically valid

information, well replicated in a number of studies by different researchers and

quite consistent. This is preferable to making wholesale attempts to change

educational practices affecting millions of children on the basis of scant research

information, even thought there is an interesting philosophy taken at face value

behind these changes" (1987, p.14). Gartiler and Lipsky advise that "...the focus

of the scrutiny must be on outcomes for students... The scarce resources of public

funds and trust and, most importantly, student needs, demand no less" (1989, p.

29).

Admitting that it is a fantasy to believe that policy change is derived from

empirical findings rather than being driven by social-political forces, Keogh (1990)

suggests that "...when focused on educational reform, it is clear that one major

responsibility of the research community is to study systematically and

comprehensively the implementation of change" (p.186). The research reported

herein responds to the need for further documentation of the extent to which policy

and program changes to achieve greater levels of integration are occurring,

attributes of the change process, and perceived and actual outcomes of such

change.

Final Report RII7E10145 (C.K. Muck, 1992) - Page 22
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Overview of the Investigation

Through previous research, the principal investigator, along with several

colleagues, has conducted research to document the status of learning disability

programs in Virginia and perceptions of needed change (Houck, Engelhard, &

Geller, 1990; Houck, Geller, & Engelhard, 1988; Houck & Given, 1981), and has

described a participatory model for program improvement (Billingsley & Houck,

1988). The objectives of this study were to: (1) ascertain the current status and

process of what may prove to be the most significant change in services for

students with specific learning disabilities on a statewide basis, (2) document

factors that serve as the basis for or reluctance for such change, (3) provide

evidence of actual and perceived outcomes of integration initiatives undertaken to

date. and (4) identify obstacles to implementation of an integration model.

Collectively, these findings provide a "snapshot" of programmatic change related

to the recent integration or inclusion initiatives in one state and serve as a baseline

for gauging stakeholders' responses and the impact of these changes across time.

Research Questions

This inquiry focused on 11 primary research questions as they relate to

students who have been determined eligible and are recipients of special education

services under the category of specific learning disabilities in Virginia's public

Final Report RI 17E10145 (C.K. Muck, 1992) - Page 25



schools. To the extent possible, common queries were included across target

groups to permit response comparisons. The following questions served as the

focus of the investigation:

I. To what extent do special education supervisors, general education
supervisors, building principals, general education teachers, LD teachers,
and parents of students with learning disabilities in Virginia report that
their school division is actively attempting to increase the amount of time
students with specific learning disabilities spend in general education
classrooms beyond recent practice?

2. To what extent do special education supervisors, general education
supervisors, building principals, general elementary education teachers,
general secondary education teachers, and LD teachers in Virginia report
that their system has adopted any guidelines, written philosophies, or
policies which arc designed specifically to increase the amount of time
students with specific learning disabilities spend in the general education
classroom?

3. To what extent do special education supervisors report the following
accountability/monitoring measures are available to document the
educational outcomes of students with learning disabilities on a

system-wide basis in Virginia's school divisions?

standardized measures of academic achievement,
absenteeism,
grade retention,
dropout rate(s),
rate of diplomas granted,
students' attitudes toward learning and school,
grades for each grading period,
students' satisfaction in school placement,
social acceptance within the general education settings,
parental satisfaction with the educational program provided for their
child with a learning disability,
number of referrals for special education services,
the number of students with learning disabilities in each program
delivery option each school year,
educational costs in the delivery of services for students with specific
learning disabilities.

4. To what extent do special education supervisors, general education

supervisors, building principals, general education teachers, LD teachers,

and parents within Virginia's school systems that are actively attempting

Final Report R11717.10145 (C.K. lIouck, 1992) - Page 26
24



to implement the REY or integration model to serve students with specific

learning disabilities (and perhaps other disabilities) personally agree with

the following statements?

The integration model reduces the stigma associated with learning
disabilities.
Equal or superior learning opportunities are available for students
with specific learning disabilities when the integration model is used.
Special education costs are reduced through use of the integration
model.
Referrals and time-consuming assessments are reduced through use
of the integration model.
The utilization of learning disabilities personnel is improved (e.g.,
number of students served, more time for direct instruction and
collaborative consultation) through use of the integration model.
Students with learning disabilities learn no differently from their
non - handicapped peers.
Regular/general educators have the skills to make needed instructional
adaptations for students with specific learning disabilities.
Regular /general educators are willing to make needed instructional
adaptations for students with specific learning disabilities.
"Pull-out" programs do students with learning disabilities more harm
than good.
Dropout rates will decrease for students with specific learning
disabilities through use of the integration model.
Post-school adjustment of students with specific learning disabilities
will improve through use of the integration model.
School administrators/supervisors have encouraged implementation
of the integration model for students with specific learning disabilities.
Local parents support use of the integration model for students with
specific learning disabilities.
External consultants and/or experts have recommended movement to
an integration model for students with specific learning disabilities.
Research findings document equal or superior outcomes for students
with specific learning disabilities who arc served in the integration
model.
The integration model results in a genuine sharing of instructional
responsibilities between special and regular education personnel.
Total integration is a realistic goal for all students with specific
learning disabilities.

5. To what extent do special education supervisors, general education

supervisors, building principals, general education teachers, and LD

teachers within Virginia's school systems that are actively attempting to
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implement the REI or integration model to serve students with specific

learning disabilities (and perhaps other disabilities) report the following

factors or justifications as the basis for implementation of policy and

programmatic changes within their school division?

The integration model reduces the stigma associated with learning
disabilities.
Students with specific learning disabilities have equal or superior
learning opportunities when the integration model is used.
Educational costs are reduced through use of the integration model.
The utilization of learning disabilities personnel is improved (e.g.,
number of students served, more time for direct instruction and
collaborative consultation) through use of the integration model.
Referrals and time-consuming assessments are reduced through use
of the integration model.
Students with learning disabilities learn no differently from their
non-handicapped peers.
Regular/general educators are able to make needed instructional
adaptations for students with specific learning disabilities.
Regular/general educators are willing to make needed instructional
adaptations for students with specific learning disabilities.
"Pull-out" programs do students with learning disabilities more harm
than good.
Dropout rates will decrease for students with specific learning
disabilities through use of the integration model. .

Post-school adjustment of students with specific learning disabilities
will improve through use of the integration model.
School administrators/supervisors have encouraged implementation
of the integration model for students with specific learning disabilities.
Local parents have encouraged use of the integration model for
students with specific learning disabilities.
External consultants and/or experts have recommended movement to
an integration model for students with specific learning disabilities.
Research findings document equal or superior outcomes for students
with specific learning disabilities who are served in the integration
model.
The integration model results in a genuine sharing of instructional
responsibilities between special and regular education personnel.
Total integration is a realistic goal for all students with specific
learning disabilities.

6. To what extent do special education supervisors, general education

supervisors, building principals, general education teachers, LD teachers,

and parents report the following factors, often associated with successful
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change efforts, have been present within schools attempting to implement

an increased integration model?

Involvement of key stakeholders (i.e., central administrators,
supervisors, principals, teachers, parents, students) in planning and
implementing integration efforts,
Establishment of realistic goals for integration,
Clear articulation of goals for integration,
Flexibility in planning and implementing integrative efforts in
individual school due to the presence of the unique school
characteristics,
Access to necessary resources and support for integration, and
A systematic process for evaluating the process and outcome of the
integration effort.

7. What are the academic outcomes (i.e., basic skills as measured by

standardized assessment procedures) for a preliminary sample of students

with specific learning disabilities for the 1991-92 academic year in Virginia

school divisions that have and have not adopted and implemented the REI

or integrated service delivery model? (Although academic achievement is

only one of education's many valued goals, this narrow focus was selected

for this pilot inquiry based on practicality and to limit the overall scope

of the investigation.)

R. What changes have general education supervisors, building principals,

general education teachers, LID teachers, and parents of students with

learning disabilities observed regarding the following outcome measures

for students with specific learning disabilities that are attributed to the

school or school division's integration efforts during the 1991-92 school

year?

LID students' standardized measures of academic achievement,
LID students' grades for each grading period,
Li) students' attitudes toward learning and school,
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LD students' satisfaction in school placement,
LD students' social acceptance within the regular education setting,
Parental satisfaction with the educational program provided for their
child with a learning disability,
Absenteeism for LD students,
Anticipated grade promotion rate for LD students,
Dropout rate for LD students,
anticipated Rate of diplomas granted to LD students,

and other anticipated outcomes including

Number of referrals for special education services, and
Availability of appropriate educational services for students with
learning disabilities,
Cost efficiency in the delivery of services for students with learning
disabilities.

9. What do students with learning disabilities report regarding the nature of

their intervention program, their feelings of social acceptance, comfort,

and success, their preferences related to where special support is provided,

future plans, and suggestions for program improvement?

10. What are considered to be: (a) the primary motivating factors for

increased integration efforts, (h) primary reasons for not seeking to

implement the integration model, and (c) obstacles cited by special

education supervisors, general education supervisors, building principals,

general education teachers, LD teachers, and parents of students with

specific learning disabilities within systems that have and have not sought

to implement an integrated model to serve students with specific learning

disabilities (and perhaps other disabilities)?

I. What, if any, differences exist for responses to common survey items

across target and integration activity groups?
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Project Design, Methodology, and Instrumentation

The investigation was conducted over a one-year period commencing August

1.5, 1991 and extending through August 14, 1992. Research tasks were partitioned

into four phases to facilitate coordination with the public school calendar. An

overview of tasks completed within each phase follows.

Project Phases
.Phase 1

I. Identify and appoint project personnel;
2. Review research design and timelines for overall project;
3. Contact key Virginia Department of EducatiOn personnel to notify

them of project funding, project scope, and to initiate a request for
access to the State Personnel Data Tapes;

4. Update literature review;
5. Review data reduction/data analysis procedures;
6. Develop and refine data collection instrument for soliciting

information from special education supervisors;
7. Submit the draft survey instrument to the Director of Virginia Tech's

Research and Measurement Services for technical review.
R. Revise survey instrument;
9. Obtain current address file for special education supervisors from the

Virginia Department of Education;
10. Prepare letter of explanation and request for participation for -7ecial

education administrators/supervisors in Virginia, and
Develop a subject identification code.

Phase II

1. Conduct survey of Virginia's special education supervisors;
2. Develop and refine data collection instrument and accompanying

materials for addressing the research questions for the remaining
school personnel target groups;
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3. Field-test and refine the developed instrument for the other school
target groups;

4. Enter re.,ponses to the open-form queries in Part II of the supervisors'
mail survey in ASKSAM database;

5. Analyze data and prepare summary report of findings from the
special education supervisors' survey;

6. Identify systems that are and are not seeking to implement an
integration model based on the responses of special education
supervisors to question one;

7. Identify in-system samples for addressing the research questions
directed to general supervisors, building principals, general classroom
teachers, and LD teachers;

8. Conduct the survey of general supervisors, building principals,
general classroom teachers, and LD teachers;

9. Develop the student and parent interview and parent mail survey
instruments;

10. Generate address database for persons requesting research findings;
1 I. Field-test and refine the developed student and parent instruments;
12. Identify representative systems for follow-up field visits;
13. Develop procedures and instruments for scheduling and conducting

the field visits;
14. Prepare courtesy packets of materials related to the field visits;
15. Conduct field visits to representative school systems, and
16. Enter responses to the open form queries in Part II of the mail

surveys in ASKSAM database.

Phase III

I. Request and obtain permission to conduct the mail parent survey;
2. Send follow-up letters requesting student achievement data for

academic year 1991-92 to systems offering data, and
3. Collect and summarize academic achievement outcomes for the

1991-92 academic year from participating school divisions;

Pha.se

I. "Read in" OpScan data sheets to generate SAS database;
2. Conduct mail parent survey;
3. Enter responses to the follow-up interviews of school personnel and

parents in the ASKSAM database;
4. Enter responses to closed and open form queries in Part II of the

parents' mail survey in ASKSAM database;
Enter responses to closed and open-form queries on the student
interview in ASKSAM and SAS databases;

6. Update literature review and prepare summary tables;
7. Collect and summarize student achievement data;
8. Analyze data and prepare summary report of findings;
9. Prepare case reports of programs participating in the follow-up field

visits:
10. Refine data management system;
11. Prepare and submit final report to sponsor;
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12. Develop dissemination plan for project-related products;
13. Disseminate project findings to key individuals and groups and

participants requesting research findings, and
14. Close project account and files.

Instrumentation

A number of instruments and related data collection materials (e.g., letters of

explanation and request for participation, permission forms, sampling guidelines,

forms for recording student achievement data, etc.) were developed to address the

various research questions. Among these were (a) the mail survey for special

education supervisors, (h) the mail survey for general education supervisors,

building principals, general education teachers, and LD teachers (termed the

general or G-targct survey), (c) the mail survey for parents of students with

learning disabilities, (d) the field visit interview and observation instruments for

use with school personnel, (e) the student interview instrument, and (f) the parent

interview instrument.

The major portions of the mail surveys sent to supervisors of special education

and the G-target groups were structured as closedform Likert-type response items

presented on a two-sided recording sheet that could be scanned electronically. This

format was chosen to minimize error introduced by manual recoiling and to reduce

data entry costs.

Adherence to the following standards (where applicable) was considered in

the development of the survey and interview instruments:

Consistency with the proposed research focus,

Straightforward directions,

Item clarity and brevity,

Use of vocabulary sensitive to group characteristics,
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Unbiased, non-threatening presentation of items,

Use of items requesting a single response,

Suitability of response choices,

Compatibility with two-sided Op Scan record sheets,

Grouping/sequencing of items to facilitate the respondents' task,

Commonality of items across instruments, where appropriate, and

Coding to facilitate data summarization, subject identification, and record
tracking and retrieval.

Prior to the actual survey, small groups of individuals representing the various

target groups were asked to review the survey and interview instruments to identify

problems related to clarity of questions, unnecessary redundancy, offensive

wording, and/or other problems that could influence accuracy, ease, and rate of

response. A description of the procedures used for these pilot tests follows.

Mail Survey: Supervisors of Special Education.

The original survey for special education supervisors was developed to address

research questions 1-6 and 10, adhering to the relevant standards cited above.

The investigators reviewed instruments described in published reports of similar

investigations. The pilot instrument consisted of subject information, 59

dosed-form items, and three open:form items. Closed-form (Part 1) items were

designed to establish: (a) the extent of active integration efforts within each school

division, (h) the presence of any guidelines, written philosophies, or policies

designed to increase the time students with learning disabilities spend in the

cmcral education classroom, (c) the extent of personal agreement with 17

statements related to the integration initiative, (d) the availability of various data

that might serve as an index to outcomes, (c) perceptions regarding the extent that
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factors related to the 17 previously cited statements served as the basis for the

integration initiative, and (f) the extent that various supports for program change

were present during efforts to increase use of the integration model. Items were

arranged on the front and hack of a 60 item Op Scan form that could be folded.

Open-form items (Part 11) asked respondents to identify: (a) what they considered

be the primary or basic reason(s) for their system's efforts to implement the

integration model to serve students with specific learning disabilities, (h) primary

reasons for not implementing the model if their system had not undertaken such

efforts. (c) major obstacles to implementation of the integration model for serving

students with specific learning disabilities. Participants also were asked to submit

relevant documents for review. Space for requesting a copy of the research

findings and for obtaining some information about the respondents was included.

The instrument was reviewed internally by the University's Office of

Measurement and Research Services for technical accuracy and appearance, and

suggested revisions were made. Subsequently, the survey materials were reviewed

externally by eight North Carolina educators from five school systems representing

rural and suburban/urban communities. These individuals included one

elementary and one middle school principal, one general education and one LD

teacher at the elementary level, three special education directors, and one

superintendent. All reviewers were instructed to read the letter of explanation and

complete the survey (Parts 1 & 11). They were instructed to look at the survey

materials criticaly, and to make recommendations for change, keeping in mind

characteristics of the intended users and the group that they represented.

Reviewers also were asked to note the time required to complete the survey and to

remain for a short follow-up discussion.
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A Pretest Respondent Questionnaire was distributed to guide the follow-up

discussion and to record suggestions. This questionnaire (see Exhibit A) related to

standards such as clarity, bias, use of specialized vocabulary, appearance,

comprehensiveness, and format desirability. Reactions were recorded by project

staff for use in instrument revision. The average amount of time needed for

completion of the survey was 20 minutes.

The reviewers indicated that information compiled from the survey would be

of interest and importance to them but recommended that the cover letter be

shortened and the language simplified in some places. As a result, changes in

wording were made to improve clarity and precision in 14 items. Two items

relating to observed outcomes were dropped because data necessary for answering

the questions were judged to be inaccessible to respondents without some research.

In addition, a response choice was added to questions 22-34 based on the group's

recommendations and items were re-ordered to begin with those requiring less

thought and to facilitate the respondent's task. Members of the pilot group also

recommended that each item be aligned with the corresponding number on the

OpScnn sheet. Although item length prevented this accommodation, an arrow was

added to direct respondents to the response area for item one. Print size was also

increased.

To heighten survey recipients' motivation to respond, reviewers suggested that

a small incentive be included and that follow-up mailings be planned. Based on

these suggestions, incentives valued at approximately $0.10 each (i.e., individual

tea bags, Christmas candies, and small seed packets) were included in the original

and two follow-up mailings and paid for by the principal investigator.

34
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The final version of the survey instrument, cover letter requesting

participation, and postage-paid return envelop were mailed to 132 individuals

identified by the Virginia Department of Education as the designated special

education supervisor for all school divisions (see Exhibit B). Parts 1 and II were

pre-coded to enable tracking of returned and unreturned surveys.

Mail Survey: 6-Target Groups.

Minor changes were made in the instrument sent to supervisors of special

education for use with the G-target groups. Modifications involved rewording

directions and item stems to fit the target groups, and the addition of a request for

respondents to indicate changes observed in students and services 'resulting from

increased integration efforts during the 1991-92 school year. The final instrument

included 57c1osed-forni and eight open-fonn items. Parts i and 11 were pre-coded

to enable tracking of returned and unreturned surveys. The surveys were mailed

along with a cover letter, incentive, and postage-paid return envelopes (see Exhibit

C). Two follow-up mailings containing a revised cover letter, survey materials, and

a return envelop were sent to increase return rates. The mailing dates and number

of surveys used in each mailing are presented in Table I.

Flail Survey: Parents of Students with Learning Disabilities

The original version of the parent survey was developed to correspond, where

appropriate, with the surveys sent to school personnel. Items were designed to

elicit information regarding: (a) the child's current grade placement, (h) the

respondent's relationship to the child, (c) the type and extent of special education

services being provided to their child, (d) the extent of active integration efforts
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within their child's school, (e) parental preference regarding the delivery of special

education services, (0 the nature of their child's learning disability, (g) the extent

of personal agreement with selected statements related to the integration initiative,

(h) the frequency of accommodations in school and homework assignments and

ability of the child to complete homework assignments, (i) views regarding the

extent that their child will be prepared for independent living and employment, (j)

noted changes in their child's educational outcomes or access to needed support

services, (k) the extent that various supports to change were present during efforts

to increase use of the integration model, (1) primary reasons for their child's school

being or not being engaged in integration efforts, (m) major obstacles to

implementation of the integration model within their child's school, and (n) any

current concerns related to their child's educational placement. The survey also

asked respondents to indicate their willingness to be contacted further by project

staff to discuss their child's school program and how they might be reached.

The original parent survey was reviewed by a group of seven parents from

North Carolina recruited by staff of the North Carolina Learning Disabilities

Association. All reviewers were from suburban and urban locations and could be

characterized as educated, middle-class subjects who were members of the NCLDA

association.

The review session was held at the home of an NCLDA staff associate. All

participants were instructed to read the letter of explanation, complete the survey,

and remain for a short follow-up discussion. Reviewers were asked to look at the

survey materials critically and to make recommendations for changes. They were

reminded that some subjects in the research sample might have cultural and

experiential backgrounds different from theirs, and to keep these issues in mind
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while reviewing the materials. To facilitate the review, a copy of the Parent Pretest

Respondent Questionnaire was distributed and reviewers were asked to provide

written and/or oral comments during the follow-up discussion (see Exhibit D).

Oral responses were recorded by project staff.

Reviewers indicated that the Op Scan format required some familiarity and

suggested that this format he abandoned. They also suggested revisions to increase

item clarity, eliminate specialized vocabulary, lower reading requirements, and

enlarge print size. To accommodate these suggestions, the survey was re-designed

and printed horizontally with larger type. Items were re-ordered to allow parents

with children in schools not engaged in increased integration efforts to skip the last

items, specific items were reworded to improve clarity, and alterations were made

in some of the response choices. A statement regarding confidentiality was

included on the survey instrument and cover letter in response to expressed

concerns. The reviewers also suggested that a personal thank you he sent to each

respondent. This suggestion was not implemented due to confidentiality, time, and

resource constraints. Surveys materials were mailed to intermediaries to comply

with confidentiality requirements. Parts I and II of the instrument were pre-coded

to enable tracking of returned and unreturned surveys (see Exhibit E).

Structured Interview: School Personnel

To supplement data collected via the mail surveys, field visits to a random

sample of school divisions were conducted during April - June, 1992. In an effort

to maintain focus and consistency of interviews during these follow-up visits, a

structured outline was developed to elicit .first-hand reports of integration efforts

from special and general education supervisors, building principals, general
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education teachers, and LD teachers. The interview outline included requests for

information about:

the specific school visited,
how the integration efforts for students with learning disabilities began,
goals for the integration efforts,
preparatory and continuing staff development activities,
indicators to be used to evaluate outcomes of the integration efforts,
the impact of integration efforts on school resources,
the overall impact of integration on school policies and procedures,
initial and current staff reactions to the integration efforts,
the nature and process of instructional planning in integrated classrooms,
instruction in integrated classrooms,
typical instructional accommodations in integrated classrooms,
perceived adequacy of instructional accommodations in integrated
classrooms,
typical daily schedule for LD teachers,
the availability of in-school "pull-out" services for LD students,
obstacles encountered with integration efforts,
the observed impact of integrated instruction on LD and non-disabled
students,
overall impressions of the integration model for LD students,
unrealized goals for integration,
anticipated next steps for the integration effort,
actions taken that, in retrospect, would be different, and
recommendations for replication elsewhere (see Exhibit F).

Within the time available, and based on item relevance for the various persons

interviewed (e.g., descriptive information about the school typically was obtained

from building principals), the above information was elicited via informal

conversations with representatives of the target groups. Information obtained was

recorded on the form by project staff during the interviews.

Structured Interview: Parents with Learning Disabled Children

To supplement data collected via the mail parent survey, interviews also were

requested and scheduled with parents at schools participating in the follow-up field

visits. Again, in an effort to maintain focus and consistency, a structured outline

was developed to elicit .first-hand reports of integration efforts from parents of
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students with specific learning disabilities (see Exhibit G). The interview included

requests for information about:

the nature of the child's learning disability and when it was first identified,
the length of time special education services had been provided,
the type of learning disability program their child was participating in
during the 1991/92 school year,
where special education services were provided,
the amount of time spent with the learning disability teacher each week,
classes that their child found easy and more difficult,
their awareness of any attempts to increase the amount of time their child
spent in the regular classroom,
their awareness of any specific goals for increasing the amount of time
students spend in the regular classroom and their involvement in
planning,
the extent and nature of any adaptations of in-school and homework
assignments,
their child's ability to complete his or her assignments within the regular
classroom,
their judgements regarding the adequacy of instructional support and
adaptations,
their extent of agreement with selected queries contained on the mail
surveys,
parents' overall views about school this year,
feedback received about their child's performance this school year.
personal observations regarding any outcomes related to increased time
spent in the general classroom(s) this school year,
expectations for school completion,
awareness of their child's post-school plans,
preference in educational placement,
their evaluation regarding how realistic the 1991-92 year's integration
efforts had been,
factors considered important for judging the success of increased
integration efforts,
any personal impact of integration on them as a parent, and
any comments and suggestions related to the integration model.

Within the time available, the above information was elicited via guided

discussions with parents identified for interviews by the administrative staff of the

schools visited. Project staff recorded responses and comments on the record sheet

during the interviews.
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Structured interview: Students with Learning Disabilities

Using the overall research questions as a guide, a structured interview

procedure was developed for students with specific learning disabilities in

compliance with the previously identified instrument standards. The instrument

requested information regarding:

the schedule and location of instruction for the student's school day,
the instructional staff engaged with the student across the school day,
relative ease and difficulty of school subjects/classes,
the student's ability to complete in-class and homework assignments on
his or her own,
any accommodations in in-class and homework assignments,
the person(s) who usually provides help with homework,
the student's perceptions of his or ht r school work compared to other
classmates,
the student's comfort when asking for teacher assistance,
preferred location for extra help when needed,
perceived adequacy of instructional assistance,
perceptions of grades earned this academic year and perceptions on how
teachers and parents feel about the earned grades,
overall feeling about school,
extent of personal comfort around other students when learning something
new, completing a work assignment, and interacting in social situations.
plans to complete high school, post-school plans, and any foreseen
problems in achieving these plans,
any suggestions regarding what teachers and schools could do to enhance
the learning and school experience,
perceptions regarding the extent of personal control over success at school,
and
any other comments about school.

The instrument included an introduction, a daily schedule chart, and 24 specific

items. Ending remarks were included to thank the students for their assistance and

to assure them that their responses would he treated in a confidential manner.

Prior to use, the instrument was reviewed informally by three individuals and,

subsequently, school and parental permission was obtained to field-test the

interview instrument. As part of the field test, five students in grades 4, 8 & 11 in

three schools within two school divisions were interviewed and asked for comments
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related to the interview's content and procedure. To facilitate responses.

individual cards noting frequently used response choices were made and displayed

in front of the student as the related items were presented. Interviews were tape

recorded in cases where student permission was granted, and notes were taken by

the interviewer during the interviews.

Students were first told that the purpose of this project was to "find out how

students with learning disabilities feel about school." They were asked to provide

their school schedule for a typical day including names and duties of teacher

present in the classroom. The five students assisting in the field test of the

instrument commented and made recommendations. Their assistance was

beneficial in eliminating high level vocabulary, confusing wording, and in

improving the format and organization of the interview instrument. The average

amount of time needed to complete the interview was approximately 16 minutes.

The final interview instrument materials consisted of a cover letter to parents

requesting permission to interview their child, a parent/student permission form, a

subject information sheet and the student interview instrument. The actual

instrument consisted of 27 queries with additional follow-up questions (see Exhibit

H).

Structured Observations in Integrated Classrooms

To supplement interview data collected during the field visits and via mail

suncys. project staff completed in-class observations of integration efforts

underway within each school. Again, in an effort to maintain focus and

consistency of observations across settings, a structured outline was developed to

guide observations and to provide directions for observers (sec Exhibit I).
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Observers were instructed to inform the teacher(s) that they were not present to

evaluate teaching and that copies of the observation notes would be made available

to them for review, if desired. Teachers and observers also were asked to avoid any

comments or behaviors that might direct attention to the student(s) with learning

disabilities in the class. The observation outline had space for recording

information about:

the nature of the class being observed,
the instructional focus of the lesson and any adaptations,
instructional methods employed and individuals involved,
instructional materials used,
outcome monitoring procedures used and any adaptations,
primary role(s) of instructional personnel,
extent of task engagement exhibited by LD students,
extent that LD students were able to complete successfully the in-class tasks,
extent and nature of assistance sought and provided to LD student,
any self-referent, peer, or teacher statements regarding LD students' behavior
and performance,
any observations related to peer acceptance,
any relevant teacher comments, and
other comments or observations.

42
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Subjects and Subject Selection Procedures

Participants in Mail Surveys

Special Education Supervisory. All special education supervisors in Virginia's

school divisions (n = 132) were sent the initial mail survey. Supervisors were

asked to indicate the extent that their school division had undertaken efforts to

increase the amount of time students with specific learning disabilities spend in the

general education program via the integration or inclusion model. Adjusting for

the three systems sharing one supervisor, 100 (76%) of the 132 surveys were

returned and used in the generation of overall group findings.

Supervisors' responses to survey items 1-3, indicating the extent of integration

efforts within their school division at the elementary, middle, and senior high

levels, were used to partition the groups for subsequent sampling into "integration

activity" groups. Category i consisted of 14 systems wherein the supervisor

reported extensive efforts to increase the amount of time students with learning

disabilities spend in the general education program. Category 11 included 47

systems reporting some activity, and Category III included 8 systems reporting no

such active efforts. Category IV included the remaining systems wherein

supervisors had responded to these items in an ambiguous manner.

4 3
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Other School Personnel. Using the " integration activity" categories described

above, random samples of building principals ( n =180), elementary (n =360) and

secondary (n = 357) general education teachers, and LD teachers (n = 354) were

generated from the State Personnel Data Tapes. Sampling limits were set to

produce a substantially larger number of individuals from systems reporting

extensive or some active efforts, in contrast to systems categorized as having no

active integration efforts.

Sampling procedures were used to identify building principals at three

instructional levels (elementary, middle, and secondary). The potential secondary

teacher subject pool was limited to teachers with the following primary assignment

codes: English 8 & 11, World History, Virginia History/US Government,

Consumer Math, Algebra I, Earth Science, Biology, Introduction to Marketing,

Building Trades I, and Home Economics. Elementary education teachers were

drawn across grades 1-7, and LD teachers were pulled randomly across levels. A

random sample of general education supervisors (n =60) was selected from the

/99/ Virginia Educational Directory.

Tables I and 2 provide an overview of the professionals included in the

G-Target mail surveys. Table 3 provides an overview of the surveys sent and

calculated return rates. These rates include incomplete and/or unusable surveys

returned. Additional descriptive information on each subject group is presented

within the individual subsections of this report.

Parent Sample. The sample of parents asked to complete the mail survey

included all parents of students with learning disabilities in one elementary school

of a system categorized as having extensive efforts to increase the amount of time

students with learning disabilities spend in the general education program (n =17)
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and a systematic statewide sample of parents of children with specific learning

disabilities who are members of the Virginia Learning Disability Association

(n = 100). Specifications for selecting the LDA parent sample were provided to the

organization's representatives to facilitai.e systematic sampling procedures (see

Exhibit .1). By the closing date of the project 29 (25%) completed surveys had been

received with six returned due to an incorrect address or because the recipient did

not have a child currently in school.

Participants in Follow-up Interviews

Interviews with School Personnel. In an effort to better understand the extent

and nature of reported integration /inclusion efforts for students with specific

learning disabilities, follow-up visits were made during April, May, and June to

seven of sixteen randomly selected school divisions which had responded to a letter

requesting visitation during this period. These visitations included five systems

wherein the special education supervisor had reported extensive

integration/inclusion efforts, and two that indicated their system was engaged to

some extent in this initiative. (One system was ultimately reclassified as a No

Active Efforts system based on field visit reports.) Exhibit K includes copies of the

correspondence and other materials related to the visits. Interviews were held in

the individual schools or, in some cases with supervisors, in the central

administrative offices. An overview of the interview topics was furnished for prior

distribution to participants along with a letter of explanation and the scheduled

time for the interview. All persons participating in the interview were informed

that their comments would be summarized but individual responses would not he

shared with anyone beyond the project staff. Project staff followed written
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guidelines related to the completion of pre-visit, visit, and pest-visit tasks (See

Exhibit K). Packets containing courtesy copies of all visit-related forms were given

to the contact person hosting the visit and building principals.

Although directions specified the position categories and the desired number

of persons to he interviewed in the follow-up field visits, school personnel, students,

and parents were selected by school division representatives and thus may be best

characterized as convenience samples. During these visits, 131 interviews and 18

observations were conducted. Table 4 reports the number of persons interviewed

by role assignment within each school division. Two schools were visited in the

Bedford, Fairfax, Hanover, King William, and Smyth County Public School

systems, and one school was visited in the Albemarle and Roanoke County School

systems. Each school visit was scheduled across one day but one site required a

follow-up visit in order to complete the observation. The number of persons

interviewed within each system varied depending upon the number of schools

visited within each system and the schedule prepared by the hosting school. (The

Albemarle system visit was abbreviated due to end-of-school year activities.)

Parents. Fifteen parents were interviewed during the follow-up site visits

within six of the seven systems visited using the previously described structured

interview format. All parents were selected by personnel within the individual

schools to participate in the interviews; thus, the results reported herein should he

interpreted with an awareness of this selection constraint. Thirteen interviews were

conducted with mothers of students with specific learning disabilities. A couple

and a father also participated in the parent interview group. All interviews were

conducted in a private location within the schools visited and lasted 30-45 minutes.

Parents were assured that their views would not be reported individually.
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Students with Learning Disabilities. Thirty-one students with specific learning

disabilities were selected to participate in the scheduled interviews by the hosting

school divisions. Nineteen of the students were receiving services in systems

characterized by the special education supervisors as having Extensive integration

efforts, four were from systems viewed as having Some Active Efforts, and eight

were from a system that, from interview reports, might be best characterized as

having No Active Efforts to increase the amount of time students with specific

learning disabilities spend in the general classroom setting beyond recent practice.

Eighteen males and 13 females participated in the interviews including 6

African-Americans, 24 Caucasians and one Hispanic. Students were enrolled in

grades 3-12. Their mean IQ, as measured by the most recently individually

administered tests (i.e., Wechsler or Binet), was 91.4. Additional information

characterizing the students interviewed is presented in Table 5.

PrePminary Achievement Outcomes

School personnel within systems visited were asked to provide information

related to students' academic outcomes as measured by standardized achievement

tests administered in Spring 1991 and Spring 1992. Numeric codes were used,

except where written parental consent had been obtained granting access to this

confidential information. To facilitate data collection, a form for recording needed

information was provided. The most recent Full-Scale intelligence score from an

individually administered test was requested and used as a co-variant to control for

differences in intellectual abilities. Achievement scores were converted to a

common metric for comparative analysis. Complete information was not provided

in all cases resulting in a reduction in the number of subjects used in the analysis.
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Assurance of Confidentiality/Anonymity

Throughout the project, all data requests provided respondents with an

assurance of confidentiality and the guarantee that only personnel working on the

project would have access to their individual responses. Postage-paid envelopes

hearing the university's address were enclosed for direct return in conformance

with this assurance.
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Data Entry and Analysis Procedures

The 11 research questions were examined using descriptive and inferential

statistics along with content analysis of responses to open form queries and other

submitted materials. Scale values associated with the Can't Judge or No Opinion

responses were excluded in calculating mean values. In statistical comparisons of

group differences, Bonferonni's inequality (Mendenhall, Wackerly, and Scheaaffer;

1990), was invoked, a priori, to ensure an experimental-wise Type l error rate of

0.05. Critical values associated with this procedure are noted on the tables

reporting statistical comparisons of respondent groups and related post hoc tables.

Data entry, analysis, and summary involved the following steps.

I. Development of a procedure for tracking and monitoring the number of
surveys mailed and received on a weekly basis.

2. Generation of SAS and ASKSAM data files for all survey and interview
data.

3. Generation of an ASKSAM database for Open form responses and
interview data.

4. Processing of OpScan forms to generate SAS data files.

5. Entry of quantifiable data from the student and parent interviews to
generate SAS data files.

6. Generation of a SAS data base for student achievement and intelligence
scores.

7. Generation of descriptive statistics for each group.

K. Comparison of group means (i.e., ANOVAS, ANCOVAS, with post hoc
analysis), where appropriate.
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9. Content analysis and summarization of open form data from mail surveys,
interviews, observations, field visits, and other submitted material.

10. Generation of respondent/subject information from the data files.

I I. Preparation of tables displaying results and related exhibits.

12. Verification of results in table presentations.

50
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Results

The following sections provide an overview of findings related to the I I

research questions. The presentation format includes a re-statement of each

research question, the analysis procedure(s) employed, references to related tables

and an overview of major findings related to the specific question. Tables and

Exhibits follow the overall narrative report.

Research Question 1

To what extent do special education supervisors, general education supervisors,

budding principals, general education teachers, LD students, and parents of students

with specific learning disabilities in Virginia report their school division is actively

attempting to increase the amount of time students with specific learning disabilities

spend in general classrooms beyond recent practice?

Mail surveys sent to the target groups included queries (i.e., QI-Q3) related

to the extent of integration efforts at the elementary, middle, and high school levels

for students with specific learning disabilities. Respondents were asked to indicate

whether they had observed Extensive (1), Some (2) or No Active Efforts (3) to

increase the amount of time students with learning disabilities spend in the regular

classroom setting. A No Opinion option was available. Tables 6 to 8 display
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results related to efforts at the three instructional levels as reported by the 788

educators who responded to the surveys.

Examining results across the three levels, 63-85% of the respondents reporting

efforts to increase the amount of time students with specific learning disabilities

spend in the regular or general education classroom beyond current practice at the

high school and middle school levels. Respondents reported the most extensive

efforts occurring at the elementary school level (see Table 6) with 34.50/n

characterizing their school or school system's efforts as Extensive and 50.5%

reported Some Efforts to increase the amount of time students with learning

disabilities spend in the general education classroom. Extensive Efforts at the

middle and high school levels were reported by 24.1% and 21.6%, respectively (see

Tables 7 & 8). Approximately 47% of the respondents reported Some Active

Efforts at the middle school level, and 41.4% reported similar efforts at the high

school level. Substantially more of the respondents chose the No Opinion option

or did not respond to Q2 (integration at middle school level) or Q3 (integration at

the high school level).

A related query included on the mail survey sent to parents revealed that

34.6% of those responding judged their child's school as having Extensive Efforts

to increase the amount of time their child spends in the general education program

with an equal proportion reporting Some Efforts (see Table 87). Other findings

from this group are presented later.

Research Question 2

To what extent do special education supervisors, general education supervisors.

building principals, general elementary education teachers, general secondary
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education teachers, and LD teachers in Virginia report that their system has adopted

any guidelines, written philosophies, or policies designed specifically to increase the

amount of time students with specific learning disabilities spend in the general

classroom?

Mail surveys included a query to determine whether guidelines, written

philosophies, and policies had been developed to increase the amount of time

students with specific learning disabilities spend in the regular classroom.

Respondents were asked to indicate the presence of such documents by responding

Yes, No, or Can't Judge and to submit copies of such documents. Table 9 displays

frequencies and percentages associated with reports from respondents in the six

groups.

Across groups, 301 (38.2%) of the 788 respondents reported policies designed

to increase the amount of time students with specific learning disabilities spend in

the regular classroom. Thirty-two percent (n=252) stated that their school or

school division had not adopted such guidelines, written philosophies, or policies,

and a substantial portion of the respondents (208 or 26.4%) selected the Can't

Judge option.

Special education supervisors overwhelmingly reported the absence of such

specific adoptions (i.e., 82.5%), although almost half of the general elementary

education teachers (50.6%), general education supervisors (47.4%), general

s:ccondary education teachers (47.1%), and building principals (43.4%) reported

their existence. Fewer (34%) of the learning disabilities teachers reported the

adoption of such facilitative policies or documents, and (42.3%) failed to affirm

their presence.
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Only a limited number of documents were submitted in response to the Part

request. Exhibit M presents a summary of documents submitted in response to

this query.

Research Question 3

To what extent do special education supervisors report the following

accountabilitylmonitoring measures are available to document the educational

outcomes of students with learning disabilities on a system-wide basis in Virginia's

school divisions?

standardized measures of academic achievement,

absenteeism,

grade retention,

dropout rate(s),

rate of diplomas granted,

students' attitudes toward learning and school,

grades for each grading period,

students' satisfaction in school placement,

social acceptance within the regular education settings,

and other relevant data including:

parental satisfaction with the educational program provided for their
child,

number of referrals for special education services,

the number of students with learning disabilities in each program
delivery option each school year, and

educational costs in the delivery of services for students with specific
learning disabilities?
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To determine what systems were in place that might be used to monitor the

impact of increased integration initiatives, special education supervisors were asked

to indicate whether specific outcomes data were being collected systematically and

summarized on an individual school or school system basis for students with

learning disabilities. Response choices were Data Available for LD Students (I),

Data Available -- Not by Category (2), or Data Unavailable (3). A Can't Judge

response option also was provided. Table 10 presents results from 100 (76%)

supervisors of special education throughout the state who responded to this query.

Mean values for outcome indices are presented in rank order based on their

availability for students with learning disabilities.

Findings suggest limited data are available specifically for students with

learning disabilities (e.g., grades, absenteeism, dropout rates, rate of diplomas

granted, standardized measures of academic achievement, etc.), and several other

important indicators are, for the most part, not readily available as part of overall

special education outcome measures (e.g., students' social acceptance within the

regular education setting, satisfaction in school placement, attitude toward learning

and school, and parental satisfaction with their child's educational program). This

reportedly limited availability of outcomes data by disability presents a significant

harrier to internal and external efforts to evaluate outcomes related to any specific

program changes such as increased integration efforts.

Research Question 4:

To what extent do special education supervisors, general education supervisors,

building principals, general education teachers, LD teachers, and parents within

Virginia's school systems that are actively attempting to implement the RE1 or
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integration model to serve students with specific learning disabilities (and perhaps

other disabilities) personaky agree with the .following statements?

The integration model reduces the stigma associated with learning
disabilities.

Equal or superior learning opportunities are available for students
with specific learning disabilities when the integrated model is used.

Special education costs arc reduced through use of the integration
model.

Referrals and time-consuming assessments are reduced through use
of the integration model.

The utilization of learning disabilities personnel is improved (e.g.,
number of students served, more time for direct instruction and
collaborative consultation) through use of the integration model.

Students with learning disabilities learn no differently from their
non-handicapped peers.

Regular/general educators have the skills to make needed
instructional adaptations for students with specific learning
disabilities.

Regular/general educators are willing to make needed instructional
adaptations for students with specific learning disabilities.

"Pull-out" programs do students with learning disabilities more
harm than good.

Dropout rates will decrease for students with specific learning
disabilities through use of the integration model.

Post-school adjustment of students with specific learning disabilities
will improve through use of the integration model.

School administrators/supervisors have encouraged implementation
of the integration model for students with specific learning
disabilities.

Local parents support use of the integration model for students
with specific learning disabilities.

External consultants and/or experts have recommended movement
to an integrated model for students with specific learning
disabilities.

Research findings document equal or superior outcomes for
students with specific learning disabilities who arc served in the
integration model.

Final Report RI17E10145 (C.K. Houck, 1992) - Page 58
56



The integration model results in a genuine sharing of instructional
responsibilities between special and regular education personnel.

Total integration is a realistic goal for all students with specific
learning disabilities.

An identical set of items consisting of the 17 statements presented above was

included on surveys rent to special education supervisors, general education

supervisors, building principals, general elementary cducation teachers, general
.01.

secondary education teachers, and LD teachers. An abbreviated set was included

in the mail survey sent to parents and in the parent interviews. (Neither parent

group was included in the subsequent analyses of variance to detect group

differences reported herein.)

Respondents were asked to indicate the extent of their personal agreement

with each statement by selecting among the following response choices: Agree (1),

Tend to Agree (2), Tend to Disagree (3), and Disagree (4). A No opinion response

option was provided.

Table I I presents item means, standard deviations, and percentages for each

response choice for the focal groups, excluding parents. Items appear in rank order

based on mean values signaling agreement with each item. This composite index

of the 788 educators' personal views suggests highest agreement (mean = 1.64)

with the statement, External consultants and /or experts have recommended use of

the integration model for students with specific learning disabilities (Q18). Second

highest agreement corresponds with Q5, The integration model reduces the stigma

associated with specific learning disabilities (mean = 1.73). Lowest agreement was

found for survey items: Q10, Students with learning disabilities learn no differently

from their non-handicapped peers (mean = 3.48), Q8, Referrals and time-consuming

assessments are reduced through use of the integration model (mean = 2.87), Q11,
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Regular/general educators have the skills to make needed instructional adaptations

for .students with specific learning disabilities (mean = 2.87), and Q13, "Pull-our

programs do students with learning disabilities more harm than good (mean = 2.86).

Over half (56.3) of all respondents tended to disagree or disagreed that general

educators arc willing to make needed instructional adaptations for these students

(Q12; mean = 2.68).

A substantial number (43.7%) expressed no opinion regarding the statement,

Research .findings document equal or superior outcomes for students with specific

learning disabilities who are served throughout the integration model(Q19);

however, 68.4% agreed or tended to agree that Equal or superior learning

opportunities are available for students with specific leaning disabilities when the

integration model is used (Q6). Here, only 3.3% expressed no opinion.

Tables 12 to 17 display means, standard deviations, and percentages related

to the extent of personal agreement for each target group (i.e., special education

supervisors, general education supervisors, building principals, general elementary

education teachers, general secondary education teachers, and LD teachers).

Within each group, statements corresponding with Q5-Q21 appear in rank order

based on mean values associated with the levels of personal agreement with each

item.

Across all groups, Q18 (External consultants and/or experts have recommended

use of the integration model for students with specific learning disabilities), and Q5

(The integration model reduces the stigma associated with .specific learning

disabilities) were items having the lowest mean values signaling highest agreement.

In terms of adequacy of general educators' skills needed to make needed

adaptations, over half (50-69.3%) of those responding across the professional
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groups disagreed or tended to disagree that such skills were present. With regard

to willingness of general educators to make accommodations for students with

specific learning disabilities (Q12), LD teachers and special education supervisors

were most skeptical with 71.5% and 66%; respectively, tending to disagree or

disagreeing. Between 42-51% of the respondents within the remaining professional

groups shared this view.

General elementary education teachers tended to disagree or disagreed most

strongly that "Pull-out" programs do students with learning disabilities more harm

than good (Q13; mean = 3.13). Mean values for Q10, Students with learning

di.sabilities learn no differently from their non-handicapped peers, received the

lowest indication of agreement across all groups (i.e., mean values > 3.22).

Table 18 provides a summary of corresponding items included on the mail

survey sent to parents. Readers are cautioned that the indirect sampling

procedures and modest return rate, to date, represent limitations to the findings

reported herein. Overall mean values for the 13 items soliciting indications of

agreement ranged from 2.05 to 3.76, with more than half within the Tend to

Disagree or Disagree range. Respondents indicated strongest agreement (mean =

2.05) with Q16, School administrators' supervisors and /or experts have encouraged

implementation of the integration model for students with specific learning

di.sabilities as did parents who participated in the interviews. Least agreement

corresponds with Q11, Regular classroom teachers have the skills to make needed

instructional adaptations for students with specific learning disabilities (mean =

3.62), and Q10, Students with learning disabilities learn no differently from their

non-handicapped peers (mean = 3.76). Parents also tended to disagree that local

parents support use of the integration model for students with specific learning
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disabilities (Q17; mean = 3.08), and with Q12, Regular classroom teachers are

willing to make needed instructional adaptations for students with specific learning

disabilities (mean = 3.28).

Table 19 presents a summary of views expressed by parents who participated

in the interviews for the personal agreement queries. Again, as in the mail survey.

the statement generating highest personal agreement was Q15k, School personnel

have encouraged use of the integration model for students with specific learning

dlsabilities (mean = 1.36). Similarly, lowest agreement corresponded with items

Q15d, Regular/general educators have the skills to make needed instructional

adaptations for students with specific learning disabilities (mean = 3.07), and

Ql5c. Students with learning disabilities learn no differently from their

mm-handicapped peers, (mean = 3.07).

Research Question 5

To what extent do special education supervisors, general education supervisors.

building principals, general education teachers, and LD teachers within Virginia's

.school sy.stems that are actively attempting to implement the REI or integration

model to serve students with specific learning disabilities (and perhaps other

disabilities) report the following factors or justifications as the basis for

implementation of policy and programmatic changes within their school division?

The integration model reduces the stigma associated with learning
disabilities.

Students with specific learning disabilities have equal or superior
learning opportunities when the integration model is used.

Educational costs arc reduced through use of the integration model.

60
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The utilization of learning disabilities personnel is improved (e.g.,
number of students served, more time for direct instruction' and
collaborative consultation) through use of the integration model.

Referrals and time-consuming assessments are reduced through use
of the integration model.

Students with learning disabilities learn no differently from their
non - handicapped peers.

Regular/general educators arc able to make needed instructional
adaptations for students with specific learning disabilities.

Regular /general educators are willing to make needed instructional
adaptations for students with specific learning disabilities.

"Pull-out" programs do students with learning disabilities more
harm than good.

Dropout rates will decrease for students with specific learning
disabilities through use of the integration model.

Post-school adjustment of students with specific learning disabilities
will improve through use of the integration model.

School administrators / supervisors have encouraged
implementation of the integration model for students with specific
learning disabilities.

Local parents have encouraged use of the integration model for
students with specific learning disabilities.

External consultants and/or experts have rec...ommPnded movement
to an integrated model for students with specific learning
disabilities.

Research findings document equal or superior outcomes for
students with specific learning disabilities who arc served in the
integration model.

The integration model results in a genuine sharing of instructional
responsibilities between special and regular education personnel.

Total integration is a realistic goal for all students with specific
learning disabilities.

The identical set of items used previously as Q5 -21 to identify personal

agreement with statements concerning integration was included on surveys sent to

special education supervisors, general education supervisors, building principals,

Final Report R 117E10145 (C.K. llouck, 1492) - Page 63 6 1



general elementary education teachers, general secondary education teachers, and

LI) teachers to determine their perceptions regarding the extent to which each

factor served as the basis for any policy or programmatic changes to increase the

extent of integration for students with learning disabilities. Individuals employed

in systems involved in integration efforts were asked to rate each statement using

the following response choices: Agree (1), Tend to Agree (2), Tend to Disagree (3),

and Disagree (4). Again, a No Opinion option was available. Respondents not

working in systems undertaking efforts to increase the amount of time students

spend in the regular classroom were asked to skip to Part II of the survey.

Table 20 presents item means, standard deviations, and percentages for each

response choice for the G-Target groups. Items appear in rank order based on the

mean values, with lower .values signaling the factors considered more influential.

This composite index of the 788 educators' views suggests that the most influential

factor has been encouragement from school administrators and/or supervisors (i.e.,

Q33, School administrators /supervisors have encouraged implementation of the

integration model for students with specific learning disabilities; mean = 1.83).

Q35 (External consultants and /or experts have recommended use of the integration

model .for students with specific learning disabilities), was reported as being almost

equally influential (mean = 1.84).

The items dealing with reduced educational costs (Q24; mean = 2.49),

reductions in referrals and time consuming assessments through use of the

integration model (Q26; mean = 2.92), and questions regarding the efficacy of

"pull-oTtt" programs (i.e., Q30; mean = 2.63), were reported as being among the

least influential factors.

6
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Tables 21-26 display results related to perceptions of influences stimulating

programmatic change for each G-Target group. Within each group, statements

corresponding with Q22-Q38 appear in rank order based on mean values

associated with each item. Here again, lower mean values correspond with what

respondents viewed as the more influential factors directing program change.

Special education supervisors and LD teachers saw Q33 (School

tuhninistrators / supervisors have encouraged implementation of the integration

model for students with specific learning disabilities), as the factor having the most

influence (i.e., mean values 1.52, 1.87; respectively). General education supervisors

(mean = 1.63), general elementary education teachers (mean = 1.66), and general

secondary education teachers (mean = 1.76) rated Q35, External consultants

on(lior experts have recommended use of the integration model for students with

specific learning disabilities as being most influential in increasing the integration

efforts within their school or school division. Principals saw reducing the stigma

associated with specific learning disabilities (Q22; mean = 1.78)) as the factor

having the most influence on recent programmatic change.

Research Question 6

To what extent do special education supervisors, general education supervisors,

building principals, general education teachers, LD teachers, and parents report the

.factors, often associated with successful change efforts, have been present

within schools attempting to implement an increased integration model?

Involvement of key stakeholders (i.e., central administrators,
supervisors, principals, teachers, parents, students) in planning and
implementing integration efforts,

Establishment of realistic goals for integration,
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Clear articulation of goals for integration,

Flexibility in planning and implementing integrative efforts in
individual school due to the presence of the unique school
characteristics,

Access to necessary resources and support for integration,

A systematic process for evaluating the process and outcome of the
integration effort.

Respondents in systems engaged in active efforts to increase the amount of time

students with specific learning disabilities spend in the general classroom were

asked to rate whether each of the above attributes was Clearly Present (1), Present

to Some Extent (2), or Not Present (3). As before, a Can't Judge option was

available. Table 27 presents overall item means, standard deviations, and

percentages for each response choice for the professional groups. Items appear in

rank order of mean values based on the perceived presence of each facilitative

feature associated with successful programmatic change.

Although five of the six attributes (i.e., Q39, Q40, Q4,1, Q42, Q43) were

reported as being Clearly Present or Present to Some Extent by the majority of

respondents thus indicating their presence, less than 27% saw any of the six as

being Clearly Present. The lowest item mean, signaling highest presence, was for

Q39, Involvement of key stakeholders (i.e., central administrators, supervisors,

principals, teachers, parents, students) in planning and implementation of

integration efforts (mean = 1.82). Respondents saw Q44, A systematic process for

evaluating the process and outcomes of the integration effort, as the least present

attribute (mean = 2.27). Approximately one-third (32.1%) of the respondents

indicated that such an evaluation process was not present and another 23.5%

selected the Can't Judge response regarding the evaluation query.
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Tables 28-33 display findings for each of the respondent groups. Principals,

general elementary and secondary education teachers, and LD teachers expressed

highest agreement regarding Involvement of key stakeholders (i.e., central

administrators, supervisors. principals, teachers, parents, students) in planning and

implementing integration efforts (Q39), where mean values ranged from 1.77-1.92.

In contrast, special education supervisors did not confirm this view, rating Q39

lowest of the six supporting attributes with regard to presence along with Q40,

Establishment of realistic goals for integration. This group saw Q44, Clear

articulation of goals .for integration, as the attribute most clearly present. General

education supervisors rated Q42, Flexibility in planning and implementing

integrative efforts in individual schools due to the presence of unique school

characteristics, highest of the six attributes (mean = 1.59).

Parents who participated in the mail survey were asked to indicate their views

concerning the presence of the same set of attributes facilitating program change

using identical response choices. Respondents with children in programs seeking

to increase the level of integration for students with specific learning disabilities

indicated that most of the attributes associated with Q38-44 were present to some

extent. (see Table 34). Q39, Involvement of key stakeholders (i.e., central

administrators, supervisors, principals, teachers, parents, students) in planning and

implementation of integration efforts was considered most present of the six

attributes (mean = 1.93). with Q44, A systematic process for evaluating the

process and outcomes of the integration effort, reported as the least present

characteristic (2.33). Again, due to the limited number of respondents in systems

responding to the integration initiative, these results should he viewed ac

preliminary.
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Research Question 7

11.7rat are the academic outcomes (i.e., basic skills as measured by standardized

assessment procedures) for a preliminary sample of students with specific learning

disabilities .for the 1991-92 academic year in Virginia school divisions that have and

have not adopted and implemented the REI or integrated service delivery model?

To obtain a preliminary view of outcomes, numerically coded standard scores

from individual standardized achievement tests administered during the Spring of

1991 and 1992 and the most rec..,:i. individually administered intelligence test

scores were requested from three school divisions participating in the follow-up

field visits. Two of the systems characterized by the special education supervisors

as actively attempting to increase the amount of time students spend in the regular

education program and one that had judged their current program as being most

appropriate submitted student test scores in response to the data request. Where

available, scores for students participating in the student interviews were added to

the data set. Mixed reporting of standard or grade equivalent scores and the use

of various individual achievements tests necessitated that the provided math and

reading achievement data he converted to z scores in order to examine academic

gains. Wechsler Full-Scale intelligence scores (and one Binet score) were used as

co-variant values to control for differences in students' intellectual abilities.

Table 35 presents findings for students partitioned into two activity groups:

(I) students in schools characterized as having Extensive or Some Efforts to

increase the amount of time students with learning disabilities spend in the general

classroom, and (2) those from a system indicating No Active efforts to increase the

amount of time spent in the general education program beyond current practice.

No significant group differences were found for reading or math performance gains
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across the one-year period. However, clue to the inconsistency of case selection and

the limited sample size in the Extensive and Some Active groups and the use of

students from one system characterized as No Active Efforts, these findings should

be considered strictly as a very preliminary look at academic outcomes over a

one-year period.

Research Question 8

il'hat changes have general education supervisors, building principals, general

education teachers, LD teachers, and parents of students with learning disabilities

observed regarding the following outcome measures for students with specific

learning disabilities that are attributed to the school or school division's integration

effinis during the 1991-92 school year related to:

LD students' standardized measures of academic achievement,

LD students' grades for each grading period,

LD students' attitudes toward learning and school,

LD students' satisfaction in school placement,

LD students' social acceptance within the regular education setting,

parental satisfaction with the educational program provided for
their child with a learning disability,

absenteeism for LD students,

anticipated grade promotion rate for LDstudents,

dropout rate for LD students,

anticipated rate of diplomas granted to LD students,

and other anticipated outcomes including:

number of referrals for special education services,

availability of appropriate educational services for students with
learning disabilities,
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cost efficiency in the delivery of services for students with learning
disabilities?

Respondents reporting increased integration efforts within their school or

school division were asked to indicate whether they had observed a Positive

Change (I). No Change (2), Negative Change(3), or Can't Judge (4) regarding 13

outcome indicators appearing as Q45-Q57 on the survey instruments sent to the

G-Targct groups. (Individuals reporting no active integration efforts in their

school or school system were were asked to skip these items and continue with Part

II of the survey.) Table 36 presents composite item means, standard deviations,

and percentages for each response choice for the composite group with items

arranged in rank order based on reports of positive change.

Across groups, the most positive changes reported related to: Q50 (Parental

saticfaction with the educational program provided for their child with a learning

(nsability: mean = 1.40), Q47 (LD students' attitude toward learning and school

(mean 1.41), Q48 (LD students'iali.sfaction in school placement (mean 1.42),

and Q49 (LD students' social acceptance within the regular education setting; mean

= 1.43). Less than 10% of the respondents reported negative changes across

items; however, a substantial percentage (i.e., > 27.5%) chose the Can't Judge

response.

Tables 37-41 provide findings for each group; again with items arranged in

order of means for observed positive change. Across groups, a substantial

proportion of respondents (i.e., 18-83%), selected the Can't Judge response. For

those respondents who did express a view, mean values ranged from 1.11 to 2.00

signaling positive change to no change. The number of referrals for special

education services (Q55) received the lowest indication of change across four of the
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five groups, and cost efficiency (Q57) was viewed as the least observed change by

general secondary teachers.

Parents participating in the mail survey and who had children in programs

seeking to increase the amount of time students with specific learning disabilities

spend in the general classroom were asked to indicate what, if any changes they

have observed in their child during the 1991-92 school year. Each was asked to

consider ten change measures similar to those considered by educators and to

indicate whether they have observed Positive Change, No Change, or Negative

Change. At the close of the project, the number of returned surveys was low and

those who had experience with the integration model was limited. Thus, the results

must he considered as very preliminary.

None of the mean values exceeded 2.0 which would have indicated a negative

change; however, three indicators (i.e., Q27, Q28, & Q31) had mean values of 2.0

which reflects no change (see Table 42). Inspection of the frequencies associated

with each item suggest that views do differ across the parent group with equal

percentages seeing positive and negative changes for some indicators (e.g., Q26,

Standardized test measures of your child's academic achievement, Q27, Your child's

gmles for each grading period, Q28, Your child's attitude toward learning and

school, and for Q31, Your satisfaction with the education program provided for your

child. This may reflect differences related to the nature and development of

schools' integration efforts, the diversity of students' needs, or parents'

expectations and preferences regarding educational services.

Nine similar queries were included in the structured interviews conducted

with parents during the follow-up visits to determine what, if any, changes they

had observed in their own child over the 1991-92 school year. Table 43 provides
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a summary of related findings based on 15 parents' reports. The most positive

changes noted correspond with Q1 9g (Child's prospects for promotion this year;

mean = 1.40), Q19c ( Child's attitude toward learning and school; mean = 1.42),

and Q19b (Grades for each grading period; mean = 1.46). The change indicator

rated lowest was Q1 9a (Standardized test measures of academic achievement; mean

= 2.56). Here, 33% of the parents selected the Can't Judge option, and 55.6%

-reported no observed change. Again, due to non-random parent selection

procedures and the small number interviewed, these represent pilot study findings.

Research Question 9

11 "hat do students with learning disabilities report regarding the nature of their

intervention program, their feelings of social acceptance, comfort. and success, their

preferences related to where special support is provided, future plans, and

suggestions fin- program improvement?

During the field visits, 31 students (grades 3-12) were interviewed using the

pre\ iously described structured interview format. The group consisted of 18 males

and 13 females with a mean age of 14.6. Six of the students were

African-Americans (19.4%), 24 were Caucasians (77.4%), and one was Hispanic

(3.2%). All students had been identified as having a learning disability by 7th

grade and four had secondary disabilities. The group's overall intelligence, based

on the most recently reported individual test results, was 90.8. Overall and

integration group frequencies and means for quantitative results arc reported in

Table 44.

Nineteen (61.3%) of the students reported they usually received help with the

rest of their class (Q7). Forty-two percent expressed no preference regarding where
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they received help when needed (Q8); however, 32% preferred to receive assistance

in a separate classroom, and 26% preferred to receive help in their general

education classroom with other students. In terms of rating the sufficiency of help

received (Q9), 41.9% indicated that they received the help they needed "all of the

time." 29% said "most of the time," and 22.6% responded "some of the time."

Questions 13-15 asked students to indicate how they felt about their grades

earned during the current school year and how they believed their parents and

teachers would respond if asked the same question. Over two-thirds (67.7%)

indicated That they felt good about their grades (QI 3), with 12.9% selecting "very

good" and 19.4% choosing the "needs improvement" options. About 39% believe

their teachers would say their grades were "good" with 19% selecting the "very

good" and "needs improvement" options. A similar pattern corresponds with their

beliefs concerning their parents' views regarding grades where 26% of the students

thought their parents view their grades as "very good" and 29% selected "needs

improvement."

Q17a-17c asked students about their comfort with peers when: a) learning

something new, 1)) completing a work assignment, and c) in social situations.

Across these items, from 65 -71 % of those interviewed stated that they felt

comfortable in such situations "all of the time" with greatest comfort associated

with social situations.

Almost all of the students (93.5%) indicated plans to complete high school

(Q18) and most (87.1%) had thought about what they would like to do following

school (019). Twenty-six percent thought they might have problems achieving

their plans (Q20). Responding to the query related to personal control over their

success at school (Q23), 68% thought they had "total" or "some" control.

final Report R 117E10145 (C.K. Houck, 1992) - Page 73
71



Approximately 10% felt they had little control, and 22.6% didn't know. Table 45

presents elaborative comments from the students' responses.

Research Question 10

What are considered to be: (a) the primary motivating .factors .for increased

integration efforts, (b) primary reasons for not seeking to implement the integration

model, and (c) obstacles cited by special education supervisors, general education

supervicors, building principals, general education teachers, LD teachers, and

parents of students with specific learning disabilities within systems that have and

have not sought to implement an integrated model to serve students with specific

learning disabilities (and perhaps other disabilities)?

Part 11 of surveys sent to each of the target groups requested additional

information regarding what respondents viewed as:

I. primary or basic reason(s) for efforts to increase the amount of time
students with specific learning disabilities spend in the regular
classroom within schools or school divisions that were actively seeking
to implement the integration model to serve student with specific
learning disabilities,

primary reason(s) for not seeking to implement the integration model
if the respondent's school/school division was not involved in this
initiative, and

3. major obstacle(s) to implementation of the integration model for
serving students with specific learning disabilities within the
respondent's school or school division.

2.

Recorded responses to the Part II questions were used to create an ASKSAM data

base which facilitated content analysis of views expressed for each respondent

group. Tables 46-48 provide an overview of information regarding the responses

offered by individuals responding to the Part 11 queries.
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In terms of the basis for such initiatives, across target groups, instructional

reasons (e.g., provides the least restrictive environment for students, to better meet

needs of students) were among the most frequently cited response (i.e., 31.5%)

followed by administrative/resource reasons (e.g., more effective use of special

educational personnel and lower costs/funding constraints; 24.6%). Attitude (e.g.,

non-supportive attitudes of regular teachCrs, resistance, lack of interest; 24.7%),

and administrative/resource harriers (e.g., inadequate funds or time constraints

and insufficient personnel, 23.4%) accounted for the largest portion of obstacles

cited, followed by instructional barriers (21.2%). Roughly half (49.8%) of the 233

responses given for no active integration efforts could be classified as

administrative reasons (e.g., requires additional knowledge and inservice training,

inadequate funds).

Tables 49-54 present summaries of categorical responses related to reasons for

increased integration efforts. Tables 55-60 summarize reported obstacles to

increased integration efforts, and Tables 61-66 identify reasons for a lack of such

efforts for each target group. (Tables 88-91 present findings from the parent mail

survey.) Collectively, these comments may prove instructive to those involved in

or considering increased integration initiatives.

Research Question 11

What, if any, differences exist for common survey items across target groups

and integration levels?

Analyses of variance were conducted to identify personnel group differences

regarding: 1) personal agreement with 17 statements appearing as Q5-21 on

surves sent to special education supervisors, general education supervisors,
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building principals, general elementary education teachers, general secondary

education teachers, and LD teachers, 2) opinions concerning the extent that factors

expressed in the same 17 statements were viewed as the basis for increased use of

the integration model for serving students with specific learning disabilities (i.e.,

Q22-38), and 3) perceptions related to the presence of six attributes to support

integration efforts (i.e., Q39-44). Group differences related to perceptions of

observed changes attributed to increased integration efforts for academic year

1991-92 (i.e., Q45-57) also were examined for the same groups, excluding special

education supervisors who had responded to a differently structured item.

Subsequently, this procedure was repeated with groups defined by level of

integration efforts. In each case, Bonferonni's inequality was used to control the

Type I error rate at 0.05 across the analyses of variance and in each of the post

hoc comparisons.

Personnel Group Differences. Tables 67 to 70 report findings from the

one-way analyses of variance for Q5-57 for the target personnel groups. Means

and standard deviations for significant ANOVAS are presented in Tables 71-72.

Across the various respondent groups (i.e., supervisors of special education, general

education supervisors, building principals, general elementary education teachers,

general secondary education teachers, and LD teachers), significant group

differences were found for: I) Q5, Q6, Q9, Q11-13, Q15-16, and Q20-21 related

to the personal agreement queries, 2) Q22-24 related to influencing factors in

integration efforts, 3) and Q56 concerning changes observed that are attributed to

increased integration efforts. Tables 73-75 identify the nature of group differences

detected through post hoc analyses. The pattern displayed for Q5 reveals

significantly stronger agreement for central office supervisory personnel as
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compared to general elementary and secondary education teachers regarding

stigma reduction through use of an integration model, and a more positive view for

the building principals as compared with general elementary education teachers.

Building principals, however, are significantly less positive in their agreement than

general education supervisors. Teachers and adminis sative I supervisory

personnel also differ with regard to Q6, Equal or superior learning opportunities are

available for students with specific learning disabilities when the integration model

is used, with the former groups, again, being significantly less positive. Apart from

principals, this pattern of administrators being more positive than teachers is

repeated for Q9, The utilization of learning disabilities personnel is improved (e.g.,

number of students served, more time for direct instruction and collaborative

consultation) though use of the integration model and Q II, Regular /general

educators have the skills to make needed adaptations for students with specific

learning disabilities, and for Q20, The integration model results in a genuine sharing

of instructional responsibilities between special and regular education personnel.

With regard to the willingness of regular educators to make needed adaptations

(Q12). LD teachers report significantly less agreement than do building principals,

general education supervisors, and general elementary and secondary education

teachers.

Group Differences By Integration Efforts. To examine the extent of

differences in personal views expressed by respondents related to their own

involvement with increased integration efforts, survey responses were partitioned

into integration activity levels using Q1-3. Tables 76-78 show results related to this

partitioning for the three instructional levels (i.e., elementary, middle, and high

school). Significant differences were found for: Q12, QI6-17 & QI8 at the
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elementary level, QI2 & Q16 at the middle school level, and Q16 at the high school

level. Tables 79-81 report means and standard deviations for items Q5-57 with

Tables 82-84 displaying means and standard deviation values for significant

ANOVAS. Results of post hoc analysis to determine the nature of these

differences across the three instructional levels is displayed in Table

At the elementary and middle school levels, respondents in the No Active

Eff orts group were in significantly less agreement that Regular/general educators

are willing to make needed instructional adaptations f9r students with specific

learning disabilities (Q12), than were those individuals in groups reporting Sonic

or Extensive efforts to increase the level of integration for students with specific

learning disabilities. This same pattern is seen at the elementary level for QI7,

Local parents support use of the integration model for student with .specific learning

disabilities. As might be expected, personal agreement differences also arc evident

for Q16, School administrators / supervisors have encouraged implementation of the

integration model for students with specific learning disabilities for the three groups.

At the elementary and middle school respondents in systems with extensive

efforts expressed stronger agreement than those working in schools or systems with

some active efforts. The active effort respondents, in turn, expressed more

agreement than those in schools or systems with no active efforts to increase the

level of integration. At the high school level, the views of those reporting extensive

efforts were more positive than those in both the Some Efforts and No Active

Effnrt.c groups. No differences were found for the latter two groups for Q16.
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Supplemental Findings from Follow-up Field Visits

Interviews with School Personnel. During the follow-up visits, 86 members of

the schools' educational staff were interviewed and 18 in-class observations were

conducted. These visits helped project staff to identify, first-hand, the unique

qualities of integration efforts within each setting. A brief summary of findings

gleaned from interview records is included as Exhibit M using a case format.

These findings arc supplemented by Exhibit N which provides an overview of the

observations conducted.

Inspection of these case reports indicates that each system and/or school has

approached the task of increasing integration or inclusion efforts for students with

specific learning disabilities in somewhat different ways and with varying levels of

goal specification, school/community preparations, resource allocations, and

success. The programs visited range from what might be characterized as full -time

inclusion efforts to initiatives to reduce out-of-home-school or center-based

placements for students with specific learning disabilities (and, generally, students

with other disabilities as well). Representatives of one system visited reported no

inclination to "jump on the bandwagon" in view of their satisfaction with the

current program. This system, therefore, was categorized as a No Active Effort to

increase Integration system.

Recurring views expressed durig all visits were that such program change

efforts required more staff preparation, common planning time, and more time for

problem-solving. Clear communication of program goals and well - defined role

expectations were cited as a critical and sometimes missing attributes.

School personnel interviewed cited a variety of program strengths for their

increased integration efforts such as increased self-esteem for students with

Final Report RII7E10145 (C.K. Houck, 1992) - Page 79

";
f



learning disabilities, opportunities for more socialization with peers, an increased

scow of community in the school, benefits to all students, increased opportunities

for teachers to work together, and better preparation of students for real-life

situations. Weaknesses mentioned were the need for more collaborative planning,

insufficient staff support and staff development, scheduling problems, large class

lack of clarity regarding individual roles; and staff resistance.

Those interviews offered a number of specific recommendations for other

systems seeking replication. These include:

I. Have the commitment of system/school leaders.

2. Provide necessary fiscal support.

3. Plan carefully before making any changes.

4. Visit and observe other programs engaged in such initiatives.

5. Consider the instructional needs of students as the foremost concern
and avoid bein; drawn into a compromised position from outside
forces (e.g., state and federal directives).

6. Talk to people to "pave the way." Move slowly and work together.

7. Provide students and parents with information about the changes being
considered and seek their involvement in program development.

R. Emphasize the need for open communication.

9. Provide sufficient time for staff development.

10. Be realistic; recognize staff/system limitations.

11. Avoid student/teacher mis-matches. Begin with teachers who are
willing and cooperative.

I 2. Develop a research-based model.

13. Bc flexible. View the initiative as an evolving model.

14. Maintain a continuum of service options.
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Supplemental Findings From Parent Groups

From Parent Interviews. Fifte,:m parents were interviewed during the

follow-up visits. A summary of selected findings related to the structured

interviews appears in Table 86. All of the parents' children had been identified

as having a learning disability by the 4th grade with seven of the fifteen identified

before second grade. Two-thirds of the parents were aware of increased

integration efforts although over half were unaware of the goals for this program

or had no response. Five of the parents indicated some form of resource services

were currently being provided, three characterized their child's placement as being

with the LD teacher most of the day, three were unclear of their child's specific

placement, two reported their child was in an LD class for a substantial portion

of the day, and two reported full inclusion in the regular classroom. individuals

selected to participate in the interviews were, for the most part, supportive of their

child's educational program and believed that it was responding to his or her

educational needs. Only one parent did not believe her child was receiving the

educational support neec!ed to be successful.

From Parent Participating in the Mail Survey. Results related to parents'

responses to survey items included on instruments sent to educators have been

integrated in earlier sections. Responses to unique items may he seen in Table 87.

Approximately 70% of the parents reported Extensive or Some efforts to increase

the amount of time their child spends in the regular classroom (see Q6). However,

of those responding, almost half preferred half-day or more placement in a

separate learning disabilities classroom or wnat appeared to be their child's current

placement option (see Q7). As a group, 39.3% of the parents reported that their

child's in-school assignments were being adjusted Almost Always but 42% said
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Sometimes. A substantial portion (39.3%) said their child Seldom or Never was

able to complete homework assignments alone. When help was needed, mothers

were most often asked to help. Looking to the future, only 18.5% of those

responding believed their child would he well-prepared for independent living and

employment given his or her learning disabilities and the educational program

being provided.

Tables 88-91 provide a summary of parents' views regarding reasons for

increased integration efforts or a lack thereof, obstacle to overcome, and concerns.

Of the 19 parents who completed Part 11 and who had children in programs

seeking increased integration, the most often cited reason for such efforts was to

reduce special education spending, although almost an equal number attributed

program change to seeking ways to provide a better program and offering students

with learning disabilities a chance to be in the mainstream environment. The

major obstacles to increased integration were seen as insufficient preparation of

staff and overcrowded general education classrooms. Although many of the

expressed concerns were of a unique nature, the leading concern was wondering

whether their child was really getting a good education or would fall through the

cracks.
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Discussion

Findings presented in this study clearly document active efforts to increase the

amount of time students with specific learning disabilities spend in the general

classroom setting throughout Virginia with more efforts reported at the elementary

school level. Foremost factors influencing these initiatives appear to he

recommendations from external consultants and experts, encouragement of

administrators and supervisors, the anticipation of less social stigma, and a belief

that research findings document equal or superior outcomes for students with

learning disabilities served in integrated settings.

Respondents in the present study indicated that these heightened integration

efforts are occurring apart from any formally adopted guidelines, written

philosophies, or policies designed specifically to promote such initiatives in many

settings. Compared to the other respondent groups, special education supervisors

(the group that should be most knowledgeable about such changes),

merwhelmingly report no such adoptions. The basis for their disparate views is

unclear.

One explanation may come from respondents' composite view indicating that

external forces are driving this initiative. If this is the case, perhaps such guiding

documents have yet to be developed within some systems. Alternatively,

supportive actions and or documents may he originating from non-special
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education sources within the systems. This, however, seems unlikely given special

education supervisors' reports that school administrators and supervisors have

encouraged implementation of the integration model for students with specific

learning disabilities. Most likely, they would view themselves as members of this

group.

Although a lack of written documentation may reflect the speed of changes.

diversity in the models being employed, or perhaps a reluctance to articulate

positions that might be challenged as a departure from the provision of a full

continuum of service options, it is somewhat difficult to envision how such

program changes can he well-understood, or ultimately evaluated by the various

clakehokiers, without such guiding statements. Whatever the case, such reports

signal quite different views regarding any formal actions being undertaken within

systems to support reported program change.

Given the strong validation of increased integration efforts, a means for

tracking the impact of such changes on students who serve as the "products" of

these initiatives becomes a critical need. However, relying on the accuracy of

special education supervisors' reports and information derived in the follow-up

field visits regarding current outcome monitoring practices, it appears that data

collection and summarization procedures will ne'd to be modified and

supplemented in order to evaluate the impact of this and any other program

changes. where disability-specific information is desired. For example, REI

proponents have forecasted successful academic outcomes, broad-spread benefits

to all students, and greater cost efficiency among other positive outcomes. Yet,

results from the surveys sent to special education supervisors reveal that outcome

indicators such as standardized measures of LD students' academic achievement,
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absenteeism, grade retention, etc., <<lthough often maintained across special

education categories, are unavailable to test some of the predictions of the REI

initiative in most school divisions. The desire for such data, and the need to

undergird new program initiatives with a strong evaluation plan is a pressing need

and one recognized by professionals in several systems participating in the

follow-up visits.

Although respondents express agreement with many aspects of integration

and report positive outcomes, participants also expressed some doubt regarding the

adequacy of general education teachers' skills for making needed instructional

adaptations for students with specific learning disabilities. Across professional

groups, mean values for this item extended toward the range associated with the

response, Tend to Disagree. These results are consistent with Semmel, Abernathy

Butera, and Lcsar's 1991 findings regarding teachers' sense of preparedness to

meet the instructional needs of mildly handicapped students in the regular

classroom. Semmel et al.'s Q13, (Regular class teachers cannot meet the academic

needs of mildly handicapped students currently in their classroom), and Q16, (My

teacher training prepared me to effectively teach mildly handicapped students),

correspond with Q11, Regular /general educators have the skills to make needed

instructional adaptations for student with specific learning disabilities in the current

study. In both studies, these items were among the lowest in terms of personal

agreement.

Previously Zigmond, Levin, and Laurie (1985) reported that 65% of general

secondary education teachers considered students with learning disabilities

different from other students in their classes. This perspective was strongly

re-affirmed across all groups in the current investigation (see Table 11). Such a
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view would seemingly reinforce the need to provide learning environments that can

respond to the individual needs of students with learning disabilities. Yet, present

findings indicate that such accommodations may not always be forthcoming.

More than half (56.3%) of the educators participating in this study tended to

disagree or disagreed that general education teachers are willing to make needed

instructional adaptations for students with learning disabilities (a requirement

Seemingly fundamental to a successful program change effort). This, coupled with

the view that general education teachers lack necessary skills for making such

adaptations, clearly is reason for genuine concern. The legitimacy of such concerns

is heightened by Davis and Maheady's report that only 32% of the general

educators responding to their mail survey supported the goal to "educate special

learners in general education classrooms." This, they note, is "the cornerstone of

the movement" (1991, page 216). These disconcerting findings are further

supported by Baker and Zigmond (1990) who found little direct evidence from

classroom observations and interviews conducted in one elementary school to

indicate that such accommodations actually were being made.

The task is, indeed, a difficult one. Substantial efforts will seemingly be

needed to provide the assistance general educators seek with increased integration,

to help them acquire skills for making adaptations, and to monitor the suitability

of learning environments provided for students with specific learning disabilities.

Consistent with the investigation conducted by Coates (1989), professionals

in the present study do not reject the efficacy of "pull-out" programs. Among the

lowest expressions of agreement was Q13, "Pull-out" programs do students with

learning disabilities more harm than good in this study. This corresponds to Q2,

Resource rooms are nor an effective model .for meeting the needs of mildly
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handicapped students, in the research conducted by Coates. (Elsewhere, Semmel

et al. (1991) reported that regular and special education teachers expressed low

agreement with similar queries addressing academic achievement outcomes,

although their study focused on the mildly handicapped in a generic manner.)

It is quite possible that teachers' perceptions of skill inadequacies may be

influencing their views regarding the efficacy of "pull-out" models as may the

realities of general education classrooms. Whatever the case, there appears to he

a need to listen more closely to teachers' views and to address their concerns as

changes arc proposed and implemented. Here, it also is important to recognize and

consider differences in views held by general classroom teachers and those

employed in administrative or supervisory positions as evidences in the findings

reported herein. Similar results have been reported by Garvar-Pinhas and

Schmelkin (1989) who found significant differences in views being expressed by

elementary school principals, special education administrators, classroom teachers,

and special education teachers and the least positive views toward mainstreaming

expressed by classroom teachers. These authors point to previous studies which

indicate that individuals more removed from the mainstreaming process are more

positive; a pattern that seems to hold true in this study.

Classroom realities also may explain these disparate professional views.

Although, conceptually, integration should result in a genuine sharing of

instructional responsibilities, apart from a honafied co-teaching model (see

naliwens. Hourcade, & Friend, 1989), much of the burden for making integrated

classrooms responsive to students' special needs appears to be falling on general

education teachers. In the present study. teachers identify many obstacles (e.g.,

difficulty meeting all students' needs, insufficient time to plan with special
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education personnel, insufficient access to the LD teacher who is expected or

needed in more than one place at a time) that must be surmounted if such

programs arc to prove successful Again, a shared view of the impact of such

obstacles may not always exist. For instance, in contrast to central supervisors,

teachers in the present study expressed less agreement that utilization of learning

disabilities personnel is improved via increased integration. In times of tight

budgets and pressing needs, the hope for better staff utilization is an enticing

promise and stimulus for change; however, this claim needs validation.

Teachers, as compared to supervisors and administrators, also expressed lower

agreement, that genuine sharing of instructional responsibilities will result from

increased integration efforts. And, although the overall group of educators in the

present study tended to agree that equal or superior learning opportunities are

available for students with specific learning disabilities served in the integration

model (Q5), general education and learning disabilities teachers expressed lower

agreement than did administrators and supervisors.

In contrast to previous studies, respondents in the present study held different

views regarding the impact of integration on the stigma associated with their

disability. Semmel and his colleagues (1991) reported low personal agreement for

items relating to stigmatization from "pull-out" programs, while educators in this

study expressed second-highest agreement with Q5, The integration model reduces

the ctigma associated with specific learning disabilities. In the present study, both

sun ey results and interview findings clearly indicate that respondents see reduced

stigma as an anticipated outcomes which has served as a driving force in recent

integration initiatives. Professionals also report that students exhibited positive
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change in this area during the 1991-92 school year. Among parents, views were

mixed.

Clearly, reduced stigmatization is fundamental to proponents' case and a

strong incentive for program change. Yet, Bear,- Clever and Proctor (1991)

reported findings indicating that integration "is unlikely to have a positive effect

on self-perceptions of children with learning disabilities" (page 409). Similar

results also were reported by Beltempo and Achille (1990), who determined that

although maximum placement in special education settings (i.e., over 70% of the

school day) resulted in low self-concepts that persist over time, no placement also

resulted in similar low self-concepts. Students seemed to benefit most when they

arc served early using a combination of partial "pull-out" and integrated services.

These studies challenge the view that improved self-concept is a given outcome of

the integration model and, specifically, the reports of educators participating in the

present study. Most likely, outcomes related to diminished stigma or improved

self-concept are a function of the specific integration model employed along with

many other factors.

Some insights come from the views expressed by students participating in the

interviews conducted. A substantial number (44%) of students enrolled in systems

seeking to increase integration said they would prefer to receive extra help in a

separate classroom with other students who need assistance. Approximately 26%

also reported that they received the help they needed in school only Some of the

Time or Never. More information is needed to discover the basis for these views,

how they interact with the severity of students' disabilities, and the nature of

adaptations and support being provided. Walsh (1991) determined that secondary

special education students (and their parents, and teachers participating in
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voluntary co-teaching classes) felt better about themselves in a co-taught class and

had more friends. However, many factors influence where and from whom

students would prefer to receive help including their current placement, grade level,

perceptions of who could be most helpful, the quality of the learning environment,

etc. (Jenkins and Heinen, 19S9). Avoiding embarrassment was found to he a

major consideration in students' preferences. Jenkins and Heinen concluded that

"these results challenge the notion that children generally prefer to have specialists

come to them rather than go to the specialists...(and that)... students need to be

consulted about their preferences because it is hazardous to assume that children

necessarily 'see it our way'" (pp. 519 & 523).

Clearly. students' views should he solicited and, based on experiences in the

current study, they are most willing to talk about their school experiences. Efforts

to gain access to their views should be an integral part of any program planning,

implementation, or evaluation process. Additional efforts to document actual

outcomes using multi-faceted indicators over an extended period of time are critical

and missing elements in our current research base. Such data arc essential for

addressing the basic question of program efficacy in a more systematic and

comprehensive manner. To answer some of our most critical questions will require

well-designed studies that control or minimize the Hawthorn effect.

Conclusion

Cnt rent efforts to increase integration, do not occur without risk. Our

risk-tolerance is extended when there is sufficient evidence to forecast long-term

gains. Yet, greater risk is taken when any organization allows external consultants

to cause changes which, to he successful, must he compatible with the system's
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needs, accepted by key stakeholders, and, ultimately, implemented from within.

Clearly, stimulating ideas, whatever their origin, are needed within any enterprise

and they often -arc the seeds of growth or revitalization. But best-fit, thorough

preparation, and optimal staging of the desired change deserve careful

consideration. This is a basic theme of the site-based management movement and

where accountability must ultimately he demonstrated.

Risk also comes from accepting, as fact, representations that a sufficient

research base currently exists to justify what some have characterized as another

pendulum swing (Davis, 1989) in the delivery of special education services.

Systematic searches of the literature reveal a plethora of conceptual or opinion

articles on RE1 but only recently are data-based studies being reported that relate

specifically to outcomes for students with specific learning disabilities (e.g., Affleck.

Madge. Adams, & Lowenbraun, 1988; Bear, Clever, & Proctor, 1991; Cooper &

Speece. 1990; Nowecck, McKinney, & Hallahan, 1990; Schulte, Osborne, &

McKinney-, 1990; Zigmond & Baker, 1990). There also are conflicting findings.

Perhaps professionals views are being strongly influenced by the many opinion

articles and presentations and/or the overall emphasis on educational reform.

However, desiring or forecasting certain program outcomes and documenting

achievement of such outcomes represent two different circumstances. Anderegg

And Vergason (1987. pages 16-18) remind us that the research conducted by

Margaret Wang (which has heavily influenced the REI initiative), did not focus on

children with handicapping conditions and that the children involved in her studies

were, for the most part, first and second graders. Fuchs and Fuchs (1988) signal

other cautions regarding limitations of these often cited foundation studies.
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Taken together, these cautions do not to suggest that programs improvements

efforts should be avoided but point to our need to minimize unacceptable risks as

we seek new designs for program enhancement. Although focused on what is

happening in one state, the findings reported herein provide a snapshot of the

nature and extent of changes that have occurred to date, forces influencing

programmatic changes to achieve increased integration (or lack thereof), perceived

and actual outcomes, and obstacles confronting implementation of this model.

With such uncertainty and the findings from this study, careful development and

monitoring of pilot programs may prove to he a prudent strategic decision. The

suggestions from school systems reported earlier may prove to be noteworthy

guides to others involved in increased integration efforts.

The admonitions of Martin (1987), Gartner & Lipsky (1989), and Keogh

(1990) calling for conservative actions, systematic evaluation of change efforts, and

scrutiny of students' outcomes demand our attention as we undertake

"mold-breaking" program changes. Clearly the train called reform has left the

station. its payload represents a generation of learners. Educators serving as

engineers must make certain that well-designed initiatives, multi-faceted evaluation

plans, and critical outcomes data are available to guide this uncharted journey.

no
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Project Evaluation

The standards listed below were proposed as criteria for judging the success

of this project. Internal judgements based on the principal investigator's

observations are included.

i. The extent to which the timeline and tasks were realistically planned.

Although the initial timeline appeared workable, late notification of the

grant award resulted in a heavy workload in order to respond to

constraints of the public school year calendar.

2. Clarity of data collection instruments and related correspondence. Pilot

groups were asked to review the survey materials and, as a result, offered

many helpful suggestions to increase clarity.

3. The technical adequacy of developed data collection iystrulnetzts (To be

evaluated by personnel in the University's Office of Measurement and

Research Services). The prototype instrument, which subsequently was

adapted for use with the other groups, was reviewed by the Director of the

University's Office of Measurement and Research Services on two

occasions. His suggestions helped to improve the structure and form of

the survey instruments.

9.1

Report R 117E10145 (C.K. Houck, 1992) - Page 93



4. The degree of success in obtaining representative samples and and

satisfactory return rates for various target groups and other needed data.

Sampling procedures used are judged as acceptable. Table 3 provides an

accounting of individuals interviewed. Table 4 provides information on

return rates which ranged from a high of 76% for supervisors of special

education to a low of 25% for the mail parent survey. Among the

professional groups, general secondary education teachers had the lowest

return rate (i.e., 46%). Across all phases of the project, 954 individuals

contributed to the data bases excluding the unusable or incomplete

responses.

5. The extent that the analyses of data provide a reasonably clear answer to

the research questions (To he evaluated by the primary investigator,

sponsor, and other readers of the report/study). Obtaining data to address

Research Question 7 relked to student outcomes proved to be the most

tedious facet of the data collection efforts. Because direct access to

students with specific learning disabilities and their parents is prohibited

due to confidentiality requirements, the samples used in this study were

samples of convenience. Due to this fact, and limited sample size,

associated results should be viewed as findings from a pilot study. Beyond

these limitations and the low return on the parent survey, the principal

investigator considers the findings reported herein to he valid.

6. The extent that the final report provides sufficient detail for replication.

f To he evaluated by readers of the final report.)

7. Adequacy of the budget. (To be evaluated by the primary investigator and

reflected in the final report.). Due to the necessity of two follow-up
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mailings to increase return rates, mailing costs exceeded projections.

These costs were covered by expenditure savings elsewhere in the project.

The final six weeks of the principal investigator's time (full-time + +)
needed to synthesize the research findings and prepare of the final report

were uncompensated.

R. Interest in research findings (evidenced by inquiries and opportunities for

presentation and publication of the .findings). To date, one paper (i.e.,

focusing on findings from the survey of special education supervisors), has

been shared at a national meeting. Copies of the Final Report are being

disseminated to all participants requesting results, to the Virginia

Department of Education, and to other persons making individual

requests. Other dissemination efforts (e.g., conference presentations,

manuscripts) should be forthcoming. Copies of any manuscripts accepted

for publication will be provided to the sponsor.

9. Sponsor's judgement of the success of the project. (To be judged by

sponsor's evaluation of the .final report).
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Table S

Characteristics of Students Interviewed'

Systaaa's

tradrarta

Gander A s

1 1 M 17-6

2 1 F 17-7

3 1 M 19-5

4 1 F 11-3

5 1 M 9-3

6 1 F 12-1

7 1 M 12-1

1 M 12-3

9 1 F 12-1

10 1 M 11-9

11 1 F 10-2

12 1 M 11-9

13 1 M 9-7

15 2 F 17-9

16 2 F 14-4

17 1 M 12.3

Grads 123 lblualelty GloseraPhic
Lacatha

11 V..69 Caucasian Rural
P91
FS-7i

. 10 V=S6 African- Rural
P.101 Antaricat
FS-92

12 V -79 African- Rural
P=95 Amaican
FS-15

4 V-90 Caucasian Rural
P=63rs.4

2 V..100 Caucasian Rural
P.SS
FS-93

6 V-102 Caucasian Rural
P=99
FS -102

S V..92 Caucasian Rini
P.121
FS -105

6 V.123 Caucasian Urbm
P.112
FS=121

6 5
Caucasian Urban

6 6
Caucasian Urban

3 1P.95 Caucasian Suburban

P15FS

5 1/69
p-79

African-
Americas

Suburban

FS-69

3 V..106 Caucasian Suburban
P.105
FS-10S

12 V -76 African- Rural
P-65 American
FS=70

7 V=72 Caucasian Run!
F'S5
FS -76

5 V=79 Cauchian Urban
P-69
rs-n

IS.
2 Cade 1..Exhairs Mx* 2 -Soar MAK 3.14o Are Wahl Marimireit amount alien slash' wih spat Junin dimbias swain the regular

SliarSc= protided by school drake with posirion_
4

Wawa
° Minis
7 Man

Final Report R117E10145 (C. K. Houck, 1992) Page 109
ftmtuddata.4oc4

1 : 0
BEST COPY AVAILABLE



0 Systrn's
bitagratIr

Gandor AV Grade IQ9 Et Weir, Coographir
Location

II 1 M 12-3 5 V=92 Caucasian Urban
P=101
FS=96

19 1 F 149 4 V=100 Caucasian Urban
P.100
PS=100

20 3 M 19-9 12 V=76 Caucasian Rival
P=96
FS,=t2

21 3 F 194 12 V=86 Caucasian Rind
P=106
FS=94

22 3 M 11-4 12 V=116 Mamie Rural
P=74
FS=79

23 3 M 19-5 12 V=111 Caucasian Rural
P=1011

FS=111

24 3 M 16-10 10 V=96 Caucasian Rural
P=109
FS=102

25 3 F 19-4 12 V=78 Caucasian Runl

26 3 M 13-1 S V=SS Cauconim Rural
P=1S
FS=I9

27 3 F 9-10 4 V=12 Caucasian Rural
P=1Z1
FS=101

25 3 M 13-1 6 V-Is Caucasian Rini
P=91
F5=19

29 1 M 11-1 5 10 Caucasian Urban

30 1 F 11-0 5
11 Caucasian Urban

31 1 M 13-0 6 12 African- Urban
American

Cols 1.4xlairive Worn; 2 -Cana Wow )=No Miffs Earls ID lunar tM awn* olaiera so oloot inn nook inning dinialilin apandsta
In noir clam= Wm"
10

Soong provided by school evince ponninicat

11
Mants
tionos-

12 Masses

Final Report R117E10145 (C. K. !buck, 1992) - Page 110
firatuddatadoc-2

111

Dr.:PT rzi;--iTi.t; ri7F7 R-'-
4.uUtt- ,ARtt,
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Table 49

Reasons for Local Efforts to Increase Use of the Integration
Model for Students with Specific Learning Disabilities

(Special Education Supervisors)

Instructional Reasons (n =51)

Provides least restrictive environment for students (n = 11)
Pull-out programs have not been effective (n = 8)
Enhances social skills of students with disabilities (n = 6)
Exposes students to more accurate content (n = 6)
Better meets academic needs of students (n= 4)
Increases academic knowledge and outcomes (n = 4)
Improves regular teachers' ability to meet the needs of all students (n = 4)
Benefits more students (n = 3)
Enhances full continuum of service options (n= 2)
Enhances more effective ways for dealing with learning styles (n = 2)
Serves students in age appropriate classes (n = I)

Administrative/Resource Reasons (n = 21)

More effective use of special education personnel (n = 5)
Funding constraints (transportation costs, budget) (n= 5)
Addresses space limitations (n= 4)
Decreases referrals and results in more appropriate referrals (n= 4)
Low pupil/teacher ratio (n = 2)
Stimulated by support from administration (n= I)

Outside Influences (n = 17)

Research findings support integration (n = 6)
Consistent with best practices or mandates in special education (n= 4)
Consistent with Middle School restructuring process (n = 2)
Systems Change Project (n = 2)
Stimulated by visits to school systems using this approach (n = 2)
Pressure from parents (n= I)

Long Range Outcomes (n = 15)

Increases students' self-esteem (n = 7)
Better prepares students for life after school (n = 3)
Decreases dropout rates (n = 3)
Facilitates normalization of students (n = 2)

Communication Reasons (n = 14)

Increases understanding about students with disabilities (n = 9)
Enables teachers to help each other (n = 3)
Increases active involvement of general educators with special educators and disabled students (n= 2)

Attitudes (n = 4)

Interest of special education staff (n= 2)
Sincere willingness of teachers (n= I)
Integration is the "right thing to do" (n= I)

Note: Summary based on content analysis of reasons provided by 71 Special Education supervisors.
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Table 50

Reasons for Local Efforts to Increase Use of the Integration
Model for Students with Specific Learning Disabilities

(General Education Supervisors)

Instructional Reasons (n = 23)

Better meets academic needs of students (n = 8)
Provides least restrictive environment for students (n = 4)
Enhances social skills of students with disabilities (n = 3)
Increases academic knowledge and outcomes (n = 3)
Allows ID students to learn from peers (n = 2)
Disenchantment with pull-out programs (n = 2)
Fundamental belief that all children can learn (n = I)

Outside Influences (n = 9)

Consistent with educational trend to keep children in classroom (n = 6)
Pressure from parents (n= 1)
Research finding supporting integration (n= I)
Federal/state encouragement or mandates (1)

Administrative/Resource Reasons (n = 6)

More effective use of general/special education personnel (n= 3)
Stimulated by support from administration (n= 1)
Lower costs/funding constraints (transportation costs, budget) (n = 1)

Consistent with system philosophy (n= 1)

Long Range Outcomes (n = 6)

Increases students' self-esteem (n = 4)
Better prepares students for life after school (n = 2)

Communication Reasons (n = 4)

Increases active involvement of general educators with special educators and disabled students (n = 3)
Increases understanding/acceptance of students with disabilities (n = 1)

Attitudes (n = 4)

Decreases stigma of ID (n = 4)

Note: Summary based on content analysis of reasons provided by 29 general education supervisors.
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Table 51

Reasons for Local Efforts to Increase Use of the Integration
Model for Students with Specific Learning Disabilities

(Principals)

Instructional Reasons (n = 39)

Provides least restrictive environment for students (n = 11)
Better meets academic needs of students (n= 8)
Increases academic knowledge and outcomes (n =
Benefits more students (n=4)
Enhances social skills of students with disabilities (n = 4)
Disenchantment with pull-out programs (3)
Provides equal opportunity for an education (n = 2)
Allows LD students to learn from peers (n = I)

Administrative/Resource Reasons (n = 34)

Lower costs/funding constraints (transportation costs, budget) (n= 16)
Stimulated by support from administration (n= 7)
More effective use of special & general education personnel (n = 3)
Reduces number served (n = 3)
Decreases referrals and results in more appropriate referrals (n= 1)
Reduces faculty size/special personnel (n= 1)
Limited availability of special education teachers (n= 1)

To save space (n= 1)
Concerned School Board (n = 1)

Outside Influences (n = 23)

Consistent with educational trend to keep children in classroom (n= 11)
Pressure from parents (n= 3)
Research findings support integration (n = 3)
Federal/state encouragement or mandates (n = 3)
Success observed in other school divisions (n = 2)
Social pressures (n= 1)

Long Range Outcomes (n = 15)

Increases students' self-esteem (n = 14)
Better prepares students for life after school (n = 1)

Communication Reasons (n =9)

Increases understanding/acceptance of students with disabilities (n = 5)
Increases active involvement of general educators with special educators and disabled students (n=4)

Attitudes (n=4)

Decreases stigma of LD (n = 3)
Improves ID students' attitudes toward learning and school (n = 1)

Note: Summary based on content analysis of responses provided by 74 principals.
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Table 52

Reasons for Local Efforts to Increase Use of the Integration
Model for Students with Specific Learning Disabilities

(General Elementary Education Teachers)

Instructional Reasons (n = 50)

Better meets academic needs of students (n = 13)
Provides least restrictive environment for students (n = 10)
Allows LI) students to learn from peers (n =
Enhances social skills of students with disabilities (n = 6)
Increases academic knowledge and outcomes (n = 5)
Provides equal opportunity for an education (n = 3)
Reduces fragmentation of school day and "ID traffic" (n = 2)
Benefits more students (n= 2)
Enhances more effective ways for dealing with learning styles (n = I)

Administrative/Resource Reasons (n =46)

Lower costs/funding constraints (transportation costs, budget) (n = 29)
More effective use of special education personnel (n =4)
Stimulated by support from administration (n= 4)
Decreases referrals and results in more appropriate referrals (n = 3)
Reduces faculty size/special personnel (n = 3)
Reduce number served (n= I)
Increases class size (n= 1)
Consistent with system's philosophy (n= 1)

Long Range Outcomes (n = 30)

Increases students' self-esteem (n = 18)
Better prepares students for life after school (n = 7)
Facilitates normalization of students (n=3)
Decreases dropout rates (n = 2)

Communication Reasons (n = 17)

Increases understanding/acceptance of students with disOilities (n = 11)
Increases parental support (n = 3)
Increases active involvement of general educators with special educators and disabled students (n= 2)
Enables teachers to help each other (n = 1)

Outside [waren 2es (n = 15)

Pressure from parents (n = 6)
Research findings support integration (n= 5)
Federal/state encouragement or mandates (3)
Consistent with educational trend to keep children in classroom (n = I)

Attitudes (n = 9)

Decreases stigma of LD (n = 8)
Improves I.D students' attitudes toward learning and school (n = I)

Note: Summary based on content analysis of reasons cited by 112 general education teachers at the ele-
mentary level.
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Table 53

Reasons for Local Efforts to Increase Use of the Integration
Model for Students with Specific Learning Disabilities

(General Secondary Education Teachers)

Instructional Reasons (n = 33)

Provides least restrictive environment for students (n = 7)
Increases academic knowledge and outcomes (n = 7)
Better meets academic needs of students (n = 6)
Allows ID students to learn from peers (n=4)
Enhances social skills of students with disabilities (n = 3)
Benefits more students (n = 3)
Exposes students to teachers with more knowledge in specific fields (n = 2
Decrease socially inappropriate behavior (n = I)

Outside Influences (n = 18)

Federal/state encouragement or mandates (8)
Consistent with educational trend to keep children in classroom 7)
Pressure from parents (n = 3)

Long Range Outcomes (n = 18)

Increases students' self-esteem (n = 9)
Better prepares students for life after school (n = 7)
Facilitates normalization of students (n = 1)
Decreases dropout rates (n = 1)

Administrative /Resource Reasons (n = 17)

Lowers costs/funding constraints (transportation costs, budget) (n = 7)
I sigh number of students to be served (n= 3)
More et" ctivc use of general/special education personnel (n = 2)
Stimulated by support from administration (n = 2)
Reduces number served (n = 1)
Reduces faculty size/special personnel (n= 1)
Evaluate efficacy of program options (n = 1)

Attitudes (n = 10)

Decreases stigma of ID (n = 9)
Teachers' interest in the model (n= 1)

Communication Reasons (n = 8)

Increases understanding/acceptance of students with disabilities (n = 5)
Increases active involvement of general educators with special educators and disabled students (n = 3)

Note: Summary based on content analysis of reasons cited by 75 general education teachers at the sec-
ondary level.
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Table 54

Reasons for Local Efforts to Increase Use of the Integration
Model for Students with Specific Learning Disabilities

(I,D Teachers)

Administrative/Resource Reasons (n = 73)

I.,ower costs/funding constraints (transportation costs, budget) (n = 38)
Stimulated by support from administration (n= 18)
Reduce faculty size/special personnel (n = 7)
Reduce number served (n=4)
More effective use of special/general education personnel (n= 3)
Scheduling (n = 1)
Fade out self-contained classrooms (n= 1)
Benefit teachers (n= 1)

Instructional Reasons (n = 56)

Better meets academic needs of students (n = 21)
Provides least restrictive environment for students (n = 13)
Allows LD students to learn from peers (n = 7)
Increases academic knowledge and outcomes (n = 6)
Benefits more students (n= 5)
Disenchantment with pull-out programs (n = 2)
Exposes students to teachers with more knowledge in specific fields (n = 2)

Outside Influences (n = 45)

Consistent with educational trend to keep children in classroom (n= 14)
Research findings and opinion papers supporting integration (n = 10)
Influence of trends and other school systems (n = 8)

.Federal/state encouragement or mandates (7)
Pressure from parents (n= 3)
Public approval (n= 2)
Exposure to concept in college course work (n = 1)

Communication Reasons (n = 20)

Increases active involvement of general educators with special educators and disabled students (n = 11)
Increases understanding/acceptance of students with disabilities (n = 9)

Long Range Outcomes (n = 24)

Increases students' self-esteem (n=19)
Better prepares students for life after school (n = 5)

Attitudes (n = 14)

Decreases stigma of LD (n = 8)
Supported by special/general education personnel (n = 5)
Students' placement preference (n = 1)

Note: Summary based on content analysis of reasons provided by 134 LD teachers. LD teachers.
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Table 55

Obstacles to Increased Use of the Integration Model for
Students with Specific Learning Disabilities

(Special Education Supervisors)

Attitudes (n = 83)

Non-supportive attitudes of regular teachers (n = 24)
Non-supportive attitudes of administrators (n = 14)
Non-supportive attitudes of special education teachers (n =
Fear (e.g, insecurity, inadequacy) related to integration (n= 11)
Poor attitudes - unspecified nature and origin (n = R)
Unwillingness to make instructional adaptations (n = 8)
Resistance to change (n = 5)
Negative attitudes about persons with disabilities (n = 4)

Administrative/Resource Obstacles (n = 52)

Inadequate funds (n = 15)
Time constraints (n= 12)
Insufficient personnel (n= II)
Scheduling difficulties (n = 8)
I Arge case loads (n = 3)
Insufficient classroom size/space (n = 3)

Insufficient Personnel Preparation (n = 29)

Inadequate training and staff inservice for model implementation (n = 25)
Insufficient knowledge and necessary information (n= 4)

Lack of Other Needed Support (n = 24)

Inadequate support from regular educators (n = I l)
Inadequate support from parents (n = 6)
Inadequate support from principals (n= 5)
Inadequate support from special education staff (n= I)
Inadequate student cooperation (n = 1)

Communication Obstacles (n = 15)

Inadequate communication/cooperation between regular and special education personnel (n = 7)
Issues of "turf" and control (n = 7)
lack of clearly stated goals (n = 1)

Other Influences (n = 5)

Insufficient flexibility of State Department of Education regarding regulations and certification require-
ments (n = 3)
Insufficient data/research (n = 2)

Note: Summary based on content analysis of 208 responses provided by 90 Special Education supervisors.
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Table 56

Obstacles to Increased Use of the Integration Model for
Students with Specific Learning Disabilities

(General Education Supervisors)

Attitudes (n = 24)

Non-supportive attitudes of regular teachers (n = 10)
Fears of general and special education teachers and parents (n = 3)
Unwillingness to make instructional adaptations (n = 2)
Non-supportive attitudes of administrators (n = 2)
Resistance to change (n = 2)
Non-supportive attitudes of parents of non-disabled students (n = 2)
Non-supportive attitudes of special education teachers (n = 2)
Non-supportive attitudes of parents of I,D students (n = I)

Insufficient Personnel Preparation (n = 19)

Inadequate training of special and general education staff for model implementation (n = 19)

Administrative/Resource Obstacles (n = 14)

Insufficient personnel (n= 4)
I ,arge case/class loads (n = 4)
Inadequate funds (n= 3)
Scheduling difficulties (n = 2)
Insufficient time for child study (n = 1)

Instructional Barriers (n = 8)

Inadequate time for special/general education teachers to plan together (n =3)
Difficulty meeting all students' needs given overburdened teachers (n = 2)
LI) students' limited performance or inappropriate behavior (n = 2)
Excessive paperwork (n= 1)

Lack of Other Needed Support (n = 2)

Inadequate support from principals or central administrators (n= 1)
Inadequate support from instructional aide (n= 1)

Other Influences (n = 2)

Insufficient data/research (n= 2)

Communication Obstacles (n = 0

Inadequate communication/cooperation between regular and special education personnel (n = 1)

Note: Summary based on content analysis of obstacles cited by 35 general education supervisors.
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'fable 57

Obstacles to Increased Use of the Integration Model far
Students with Specific Learning Disabilities

(Building Principals)

Administrative/Rsource Obstacles (n = 42)

Large case/class loads (n = 9)
Insufficient personnel (n = 8)
Scheduling difficulties (n = 8)
Inadequate funds (n = 7)
Seemingly inflexible regulations (e.g., lErs) (n= 4)
Limited supplies and materials (n = 3)
Lack of distinct guidelines and evaluation plan (n = 2)
Insufficient classroom size/space (n = 1)

Attitudes (n = 35)

Non-supportive attitudes of regular teachers (n = 14)
Resistance to new ideas and change (n = 5)
Non-supportive attitudes of parents of LI) students (n = 4)
Non-supportive attitudes of parents of non-disabled students (n =4)
Unwillingness to make instructional adaptations (n = 4)
Negative attitudes about persons with disabilities (n = 2)
Unrealistic expectations of needs of U) children (n= I)
Non-supportive attitudes of special education staff (n = 1)

Insufficient Personnel Preparation (n = 35)

Inadequate training of special and/or general education staff for model implementation (n= 35)

Instructional Barriers (n = 18)

Difficulty meeting all students needs given overburdened teachers (n = 9)
Inadequate time for special/general education teachers to plan together (n = 6)
1.1) students' limited performance or inappropriate behavior (n = 3)

Lack of Other Needed Support (n = 8)

Inadequate support from special education staff (n = 3)
Inadequate support from central office staff (n=4)
Inadequate support from instructional aides (n = 1)

Communication Obstacles (n = II)

Inadequate communication/cooperation between regular and special education personnel (n = 8)

'nselling special education as the miracle cure (n = 1)
Lack of teacher input in program (n= 1)
Special/general education "turf" issues (n= 1)

Other Influences (n = 1)

Lack of solid research base (n = I)

Note: Summary based on content analysis of obstacles cited by 86 principals.
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Table 58

Obstacles to Increased Use of the Integration Model for
Students with Specific Learning Disabilities
(General Elementary Education Teachers)

Instructional Barriers (n = 73)

Difficulty meeting all students' needs given overburdened teachers (n = 46)
LI) students' limited performance or inappropriate behavior (n = 15)
Inadequate time for special/general education teachers to plan together (n=11)
Excessive paperwork (n = 1)

Administrative /Resource Obstacles (n = 38)

Inadequate funds (n = 12)
Insufficient personnel (n = 10)
Scheduling difficulties (n = 7)
Insufficient classroom size/space (n = 5)
Large case/class loads (n = I)
Ineffective pairing of teachers (n = 1)
Too much time and money taken from other needs (n= 1)
limited supplies and materials (n= 1)

Insufficient Personnel Preparation (n = 29)

Inadequate training and staff inscrvice for model implementation (n= 28)
Administrators uninformed about benefits (n=1)

Attitudes (n = 19)

Unwillingness to make instructional adaptations (n = 7)
Non-supportive attitudes of regular teachers (n = 4)

Non-supportive attitudes of administrators (n = 3)
Resistance to change (n = 3)
Non-supportive attitudes of peers (n= 1)
Negative attitudes about persons with disabilities (n = I)

Communication Obstacles (n = 13)

Inadequate communication/cooperation between regular and special education personnel (n = 10)
Insufficient clarity of goals and cooperation between home and school in setting realistic goals (n = 2)
lack of teacher input in program (n= 1)

Lack of Other Needed Support (n =II)

Inadequate support from special education staff (n =
Inadequate support from principals (n = 1)
Inadequate support from instructional aide (n= 1)
Inadequate student cooperation/acceptance (n = 1)

Other Influences (n = 2)

Peer pressure (n= 1)
Insufficient data/research (n= 1)

Note: Summary based on content analysis of responses provided by 128 general education teachers at the
elementary level.
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Table 59

Obstacles to Increased Use of the Integration Model for
Students with Specific Learning Disabilities
(General Secondary Education Teachers:)

Instructional Barriers (n = 54)

LI) students' limited performance or inappropriate behavior (n = 21)
Difficulty meeting all students' needs given overburdened teachers (n = 20)
Inadequate time for special/general education teachers to plan together (n = II)
Lack of information on IF,P goals (n = 1)
Excessive paperwork (n= 1)

Insufficient Personnel Preparation (n = 27)

Inadequate training of special and/or general education personnel for model implementation (n = 27)

Administrative/Resource Obstacles (n = 26)

Large case/class loads (n = 10)
Inadequate funds (n = 5)
Limited supplies and materials (n = 3)
Scheduling difficulties (n = 2)
Poor screening techniques (n = 2)
Too much time and money taken from other needs (n = 2)
Lack of conformity across schools (n= 1)
Insufficient classroom size/space (n= I)

Attitudes (n =

Non-supportive attitudes of regular teachers (n = 8)
Unwillingness to make instructional adaptations (n= 4)
Non-supportive attitudes from parents of non-disabled students (n = 3)
Resistance to change (n = 2)
I ack of confidence on the part of ID students (n = 1)

Communication Obstacles (n = 9)

lt,Idequate communication/cooperation between regular and special education personnel (n = 7)
Insufficient clarity of goals and cooperation between home and school in setting realistic goals (n = 1)
back of teacher input in program (n= 1)

Lack of Other Needed Sup tart (n = 7)

Inadequate support of special education staff (n = 6)
Inadequate support of instructional aide (n = 1)

Other Influences (n = I)

Image ? (n = I)

Note: Summary based on content analysis of obstacles cited by 82 general education teachers at the sec-
ondary level.
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Table 60

Obstacles to Increased Use of the Integration Model for
Students with Specific Learning Disabilities

(LD Teachers)

Attitudes (n = 89)

Non-supportive attitudes of regular teachers (n = 50)
Unwillingness to make instructional adaptations (n = 15)
Non-supportive attitudes of parents (n= 11)
Non-supportive attitudes and discontent of students (n= 6)
Non-supportive attitudes of special education personnel (n =4)
Resistance to change (n = 3)

Administrative/Resource Obstacles (n = 82)

Scheduling difficulties (n = 22)
Large case/class loads (n = 17)
Inadequate funds (n= 12)
Insufficient clarity of program goals ccz. organization (n = 9)
Insufficient personnel (n = 8)
Insufficient clarity of roles (e.g., 1.1) teacher as aide) (n = 6)
Too much time and money taken from other needs (n= 4)
I,imited supplies, equipment, and materials (n= 3)
Inadequate facilities (n= 1)

Instructional Barriers (n = 77)

Difficulty meeting all students' needs given overburdened teachers (n = 39)
Inadequate time for special/general education teachers to plan together (n = 22)
LI) students' limited performance or inappropriate behavior (n = 14)
Staying within IEP goals (n= 2)

Insufficient Personnel Preparation (n = 38)

Inadequate training and staff inservice for model implementation (n = 38)

Lack of Other Needed Support (n = 29)

Inadequate support from principals or central office staff (n= 24)
Inadequate support from special education staff (n = 5)

Communication Obstacles (n = 13)

Inadequate communication/cooperation between regular and special education personnel (n = 13)

Other (n = 1)

Lack of public knowledge (n 1)

Note: Summary based on content analysis of obstacles cited by 166 1,D teachers.
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Table 61

Reasons for No Active Efforts to Increase Use of the
Integration Model for Students with Specific Learning

Disabilities (Special Education Supervisors)

Administrative Reasons (n = 26)

Requires additional knowledge & inservice training (n= 11)
Other issues seen as more important (n=4)
I,ack of time for preparation (n = 3)
Inadequate leadership to initiate the integration model (n= 2)
Inadequate funds (n = 2)
Requires support and involvement of stakeholders (n = 2)
Need for additional staff (n = 1)
High number of IA) students (n = 1)

Attitudes (n = 10)

Poor teacher attitudes - unspecified (n = 3)
Lick cif interest/support of regular educators (n = 3)
Regular education teachers' reluctance to work with special education teachers (n = 1)
Non-supportive attitudes of administrators at building level (n= 1)
Resistance of Li) teachers (n =1)
Lack of empathy - unspecified focus (n= 1)

Instructional Reasons (n = 7)

Current IEP process is effective (n = 3)
Better service tc, all students (n = 2)
Need to provide instruction in LRE based of students' needs not program model (n = 1)
Teachers & administrators think identified students need spezial programs (n= 1)

Communication Reasons (n = 2)

'Turf" and control issues (n = 1)
Lack of communication (n= 1)

Other Needs (n = 4)

Currently investigating the approach; need research data on efficacy of model (n = 3)
Lack of direction from State Department of Education (n= 1)

Other Responses (n = li)

Planned initiation scheduled for 1992-93 (n=4)
Involved in integration at some levels (n =
Makes sense to empower regular education personnel (n = I)

Note: Summary based on content analysis of responses provided by 44 Special Education supervisors.
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Table 62

Reasons for No Active Efforts to Increase Use of the
Integration Model for Students with Specific Learning

Disabilities (General Education Supervisors)

Administrative Reasons In = 4)

Inadequate funds (n = 2)
Requires additional knowledge & inscrvice training (n= I)
Lack of personnel (n = I)

Instructional Reasons (n = 2)

Teachers are overwhelmed (n = I)
Current IEP process is effective (n = 1)

Note: Summary based on content analysis of responses provided by four general education supervisors.
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Table 63

Reasons for No Active Efforts to Increase Use of the
Integration Model for Students with Specific Learning

Disabilities (Building Principals)

Other Responses (n = 21)

Lack of adequate training (n = 12)
Currently planning for implementation (n = 4)
Research findings and past experience with integration (n = 3)
No knowledge of integration model (n = 2)

Administrative Reasons (n = 12)

Inadequate funds (n= 2)
Inadequate support (n = 2)
Inadequate leadership to initiate the integration model (n = 2)
Amount of extra work required (n= 1)
System size (n = 1)
Legal concerns (n= I)
Scheduling concerns (n= 1)
Requires additional knowledge & inservice training (n= 1)
Students are too scattered in placement (n= 1)

Instructional Reasons (n = 6)

Current IF,P process/program is effective (n = 3)
No reduction in class size (n = 2)
Better service to all students (n = 1)

Attitudes (n = 3)

Lack of interest/support of regular educators (n= 3)

Communication Reasons (n = 1)

imited communication of special education staff between schools (n = 1)

Note: Summary based on content analysis of reasons provided by 30 principals.
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Table 64

Reasons for No Active Efforts to Increase Use of the
Integration Model for Students with Specific Learning
Disabilities (General Elementary Education Teachers)

Administrative Reasons (n = 17)

Inadequate funds (n= 6)
Amount of extra work required (n = 3)
Lack of adequate facilities (n= 2)
Requires additional knowledge inservice training (n = 2)
Other issues seen as more important; too many programs under consideration (n = 2)

Inadequate leadership to initiate the integration model (n = 1)
Students are too scattered in placement (n = I)

Attitudes (n = 6)

Lack of interest/support from regular educators (n =6)

Instructional Reasons (n = 6)

Students' behaviors that prohibit integration (n = 2)
Current [EP process is effective (n= 2)
Better service to all students = I)
No reduction in class size (n = I)
Amount of time students with learning disabilities spend in general education is already high (n = I)

Other Responses (n = 2)

Too many other programs under consideration (n = 1)
Research findings and past experience with integration (n= 1)
Resistance/slow to change (n = 1)

Note: Summary based on content analysis of reasons cited by 22 general education teachers at the ele-

mentary level.
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Table 65

Reasons for No Active Efforts to Increase Use of the
Integration Model for Students with Specific Learning
Disabilities (Genera! Secondary Education Teachers)

Administrative Reasons (n =9)

Inadequate funds (n = 4)
Requires additional knowledge & inservice training (n=2)
Amount of extra work required (n= I)
Inadequate leadership to initiate the integratior model (n = 1)
Overcrowding in regular classrooms (n = I)

Other Responses (n = 4)

Currently planning for implementation or piloting elsewhere in system (n = 2)
Research findings and past experience with integration (n = 1)
Resistance/slow to change (n= 1)

Instructional Reasons (n = 2)

Current MI' process is effective (n = I)
Special educators' lack of content area expertise (n= I)

Attitudes (n = 1)

Lack of interest/support from regular educators (n = I)

Note: Summary based on content analysis of reasons provided by 14 general education teachers at the
secondary level.
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Table 66

Reasons for No Active Efforts to increase Use of the
Integration Model for Students with Specific Learning

Disabilities (I.D Teachers)

Administrative Reasons (n = 48)

Lack of knowledge of integration program (n = 15)
Inadequate leadership to initiate the integration model (n = 8)
Scheduling barriers (n = 4)
Inadequate funds (n= 4)
Excessive paperwork/regulations (n= 3)
Amount of extra work required (n = 3)
Lack of needed personnel (n= 3)
I ack of coordination of personnel (n = 2)
Lack of planning times (n = 2)
Lack of equipment (n= 1)
Lack of adequate facilities (n= 1)
Other issues seen as more important (n= 1)
New superintendent (n = 1)

Other Responses (n = 10)

Insufficient research findings and past experience with integration (n = 7)
Resistance/slow to change (n = 5)

Attitudes (n = 10)

Lack of interest/support of general/special educators (n= 7)
Lack of interest/support from parents (n = 3)

Instructional Reasons (n = 9)

Current 'EP process/program is effective (n = 6)
Students' behaviors that prohibit integration (n = 3)

Note: Summary based on content analysis of reasons cited by 57 U) teachers.
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RE: Follow-Up Interviews

Table 86

Summary of Content for Selected Items from Parent Interviews Conducted
During the Follow-up Field Visits1

Interview Item Comments

Q6: Classes child finds most difficult Reading
Written Expressions
Content Classes
Everything
Math
Unclear or no response

Q7: Classes child finds easier than others

Q8: Parents' awareness of attempts to increase integration

Q8a: How parents became aware of integration efforts

Q8b: What parents think prompted integration efforts

Q9: Parents' awareness of specific goals for integration

Q10: Are in-schcol assignments being adapted?

Q11: Child's ability to complete M-class assignments

Q12: is homework is adapted?

1 (n = 1 5)

Final Report R117E10145 (C. K. Houck, 1992) Page 234
RE: Parents' (fnreparents.doc)-1

Math
Science
Health
Reading
English
Social Studies
Spelling
Unclear or no reasons

Yes
No
Unsure

Teacher or 1EP Conference
LD teacher
Parent group
Unclear or no response

Students' needs
Less stigma
Limited staff
Save assessment time
Public awareness
Unclear or no response

Improved socialization
Improved academic performance
Allow peer support
Aware of goals (unspecified)
Unaware of goals
Unclear or no responses

Yes
No
Unclear or no response

Yes
Yes, with modifications
To my knowledge/1 guess so
No
Unclear or no response

Yes
I think so
Sometimes
Seldom gets homework
No

5

4
4
1

1

1

8

3
2

1

10
3
2

4
3
1

7

5

4
1

1

1

3

3
2
1

2
6
2

11

2
2

4
2
4
2
3

3
1

1

1

7



Unclear or no response 2

Interview Item Comments

Q14: Is your child receiving the instructional support needed?

Q16: What child says about academic work

Yes 9
Would like more 1

I think so 2
No 1

Missing 2

Very positive/happy 9
It's OK overall 1

Negative 1

Doesn't say 1

I don't know 1

Unclear or no response 3

Q113a: Feedback received: Competence in basic skills Positive
Unclear or no response

Q1813: Feedback received: Work habits

Ql8c: Ability to keep up with class

Q 20: What parents envisions for child following school completion

Q21: Child's expressed interests following school

Q24: Parents' overall opinion about integration

11

4

Good 10
Needs improvement 3

Nothing 1

Keeps up always 6
Most of the time 3
Has problems 3
Nothing said 1

Is getting better 1

Unclear or no response 1

Engineering/architecture 1

White collar job 1

Technical school 1

Dairy framing 1

College 5

Don't know 2
Jehovah's Witness 1

Maintenance/sanitation/yard work 1

Teaching
No response 1

Artist or policeman 2

Trash man 1

None expressed 1

Race car driver or astronaut 1

Electrician 1

Work with computers 1

Dairy fanning 1

Artist 1

College 1

Teacher 1

Unclear or no response 4
Very positive 3

Positive 4
Concerned 2

Unclear or no response 6

Q25: Integration efforts realistic? Yes 11

Unclear or no response 4

Q26: Factors most important to judge success of integration

Final Report R117E10145 (C. K. Houck, 1992) - Page 235

RE: Parents' (6tparents.doc)-2

Students' attitude and success 10

Students' self-esteem 2

Students' socialization 2
Students' behavior
Happiness of teacher 1

Unclear or no response 1



Q 28: Parente comments and/or suggestions

Final Report R117E10145 (C. K. Houck. 1992) Page 236

RE: Parents' (En=parents.doc)-3

Like to see integration county-wide
Integration mutts in lost instruction time
Need to be childs advocate
Need to support teachers
Need to pull students when they are
youngnot wait until middle school
Integration has helped social development
Try it 2
Very pleased with program 2
No response 5
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Table 88

Reasons for Local Efforts to Increase Use of the Integration
Model for Students with Specific Learning Disabilities

(From Part H: Parent Mail Survey)

Decrease special education costs (n = 7)
Provide best program for students (n =3)
Provide students with chance to be be mainstreamed (n = 3)
Encouragement from school administrators (n =1)
Encouragement from LD teacher (n = I)
Respond to current trend and recommendations from state (n =1)
Help students become more self-sufficient (n = 1)
Increase students' confidence within peer group (n =1)

Note: Summary based on content analysis of reasons given by 19 respondents.
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Table 89

Obstacle for Increased Use of the Integration Effort for
Students with Specific Learning Disabilities

(From Part II: Parent Mail Survey)

Insufficient preparation of teachers and other staff (n =9)
Overcrowded regular classrooms (n =5)
Students' inability to keep with in regular classroom (n = 3)
Insufficient number of qualified LD teachers (n =2)
Insufficient resources to support regular class placement (n =2)
Varying levels of students' needs require placement options (n =2)
Non-disabled students lack preparation to generate acceptance of differences (n =2)
Lack of parent involvement (n=1)
Difficulty adjusting class assignments (n = 1)
Decisions made at administrative level (n =1)
Unsympathetic classroom teachers (n =1)
Overcrowded LD classes (n = 1)
Difficulty in scheduling support personnel (n = 1)
Insufficient funds (n = 1)
LD teachers' time given to non-disabled students (n =1)
LD students slow down regular class and pace of non-disabled students

Note: Summary base on content analysis of obstacles cited by 19 parents.

r-0 U -2i.
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Table 90

Reasons For No Active Efforts to Increase Use of the Integration
Model for Serving Students with Specific Learning
Disabilities (From Part II: Parent Mail Survey)

Lack of sufficient manpower or finances (n = 3)
Lack of administrative support (n =2)
Lack of parent involvement/advocacy (n =2)
Overburdened classroom teachers/crowded classrooms (n =2)
Lack of understanding (n =2)
Desire to maintain "Middle of the Road" approach (n=1)
Resistance from regular education teachers (n =1)
Concern regarding efficacy of total integration (n =1)
Poor public support (n = I)

Note: Reasons cited by 11 parents for no active efforts to increase integration.
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Table 91

Parents' Concerns Related to Increased Integration Efforts
(From Part H: Parent Mail Survey)

Question of whether child is really getting a good education or will fall through the crack
(n =4)

Concerns regarding child's social acceptance (n =3)
Teachers not sufficiently prepared (n =2)
Fear that child's support network will be lost (n 2)
Transition to new school(n =2)
Concern for child's comfort and acceptance of learning disability (n = 1)
Concern regarding whether child will be able to get a good job and he self-supporting

(n =1)
Poor quality of LD teacher (n = I)
Lack of reading instruction for dyslexic child (n = I)
Need for better home/school communication (n =1)
Concern for students who do not have a strong advocate (n = 1)
Insufficient coordination of regular and special education teacher (n = 1)
Yearly uncertainty regarding child's program (n =1)
Child's need for smaller/quieter class (n =1)

Note: Concerns based on content analysis of comments from 18 parents.
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Status of Special / Regular Education Integration Initiative
For Students with Specific Learning Disabilities Survey

Pretest Respondent Questionnaire

Thank you for participating in the pretest administration of the Status of
Special /Regular Education Integration Initiative for Students with Specific learning
Disabilities Survey. A follow-up discussion will focus on the questions listed below.
These questions were framed to elicit your reactions, concerns, and suggestions for im-
pro ing the survey instrument. Please be open and honest with your feedback. We
welcome all your comments (both negative and positive).

RE: The Cover Letter

1. Were the directions clear and easy to follow?

Was the cover letter understandable?

3. Was any of the vocabulary in the cover letter or survey
ambiguous or confusing? (If so, circle the confusing/
ambiguous words or phrases.)

4. Did the cover letter motivate your to participate in the
research?

5. Were terms familiar to you? (e.g., Special Education
/ Regular Education Integration Initiative)

6. Was it clear that the survey focused on students with
specific learning disabilities?
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Pretest Respondent Questionnaire

R E: The Instrument

7. Were any of the items unclear?

R. Were any of the items offensive?

9. Were the choices sufficient enough for you to record your
view?

10. How long did it take you to complete the survey?

11. Do you feel the length of the survey was reasonable given
your time constraints?

12. Apart from the cover letter, what other factors would
motivate you to respond to the survey?

13. Would findings from this study he helpful to you in your
present position?

14. Did you perceive any of the items to he biased?

15. Were any of the items difficult to answer or did you leave
any blank?

16. Was the opscan format easy to use?

17. Was the appearance of the survey appealing and neat?

t)
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Virginia
Rif 1 Tech

vIRGINfA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE
AND STATE UNIVERSITY

College of Education

Curriculum & Instruction
Blacksburg. Virginia 24061
(703) 231-5269

November 22, 1991

I am requesting your assistance in a statewide research project being conducted at Virginia Tech
through funding from the CS Department of Education. Through this multi-stage investigation, we seek to
provide professionals working in the field with information on the current status of any program delivery
changes related to what has been called the special education/regular education integration initiative
(henceforth referred to as the integration) model. This initiative is designed to increase the amount of time
students with learning disabilities (and other disabilities) spend in regular classrooms beyond current practice
and minimize pull-out programming. In this study we are limiting our focus to the integration efforts for
students with learning disabilities. We seek to:

1. document the extent that various factors may serve as the basis for active efforts to increase the
integration of students with specific learning disabilities,

document professionals' personal agreement with these factors, and

3. determine the perceived level of support for expanded implementation of an integrated model for
students with learning disabilities as well as anticipated benefits and obstacles.

The research protocol calls for the solicitation of views of educators, parents, and students.

You are in a position to know of any active efforts to increase the integration of students with learning
disabilities into regular education classes within your school division and the factors that are influencing such
efforts. We solicit your perceptions via the enclosed survey as the initial step in this investigation. .

You may notice that the survey materials are coded. However, please be assured that your responses
will not be reported individually or linked with your school division at any time. We need your honest and
straightforward opinions and want you to feel completely comfortable in disclosing your views. Be assured
that we are not promoting any particular position related to this issue. Please return the survey by December
13 in the enclosed envelop making sure that the Opscan form is folded as received.

Thank you for considering this request to participate in this study. Please call if you have any
questions. As a gesture of thanks, we would be more than happy to share our results at the end of the
investigation.

Sincerely,

Cherry K. Houck
Professor of Education

End: Survey Materials
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Virginia
M Tech

VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE
AND STATE UNIVERSITY

Ms.
Supervisor of Special Education

Dear Ms.

College of Education

Curriculum & Instruction
Blacksburg, Virginia 24061
('703) 231-5269

January 9,1992

Bad liming?? In December we sent you an inquiry regarding the status of
Special/Regular Education integration efforts for students with specific learning
disabilities. No doubt the holidays were a busy time for everyone and perhaps not a very
good time to ask for your participation in this research. Since we are very anxious to
develop an accurate portrait of supervisors' opinions related to the integration issue for
students with specific learning disabilities and to report any programming changes in
response to this initiative, your views are very important.

If you have mailed your response, please disregard this follow-up request. If not,
could you spend a few minutes completing the enclosed survey? Your time and efforts
would be greatly appreciated. Thank you for considering this request and best wishes for
the New Year!

Sincerely,

Cherry K. Houck
Professor of Education

Encl: Survey Mate, ials
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Virginia
171 Tech
Cab VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE

AND STATE UNIVERSITY

Ms.

. Dear Ms.

College of Education

Curriculum & instruction
Blacksburg, Virginia 24061
(703) 231-5269

December 13, 1991

We need your help! Several weeks ago you received an inquiry regarding the status of
Special/Regular Education integration efforts for students with specific learning disabilities.
In checking our records, we see that your survey form has not been received to date. If you
have mailed your response, please disregard this follow-up request. If not, could you spend a
few minutes completing the enclosed survey? Your time and efforts would be greatly
appreciated. Thank you for considering this request.

End: Survey Materials

Happy Holidays,

Cherry K. Houck
Professor of Education

0 r 1
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VIRGINIA TECH
PART I. Status of Special/Regular Education integration

Initiative for Students with Specific Learning
Disabilities

Your responses to this survey are requested to help in a status study of the
special/regular education integration initiative for students with specific learning dis-
abilities. Please use a NO. 2 PENCIL to mark your responses in the answer column.
Be sure to match the Item number with the number in the answer column.

1.3) To what extent do you think your school division is actively attempting to increase the
amount or time students with specific learning disabilities spend in regular classrooms beyond
recent practices? Use the following scale to respond.

1) Extensive Active Efforts 2) Some Active Efforts 3) No Active Efforts
v0) No Opinion

1. At the elementary level
2. At the middle school level
3. At the high school level

Has your school division adopted any guidelines. written philosophies, or policies which are
specifically designed to increase the time students with specific learning disabilities spend
in the regular classroom? Use lite following scale to respond.

1) Yes 2) No 10) Can't Judge

5.21) To what extent do you personally agree with the following statements regarding the spe-
is( education /regular education integration initiative? Use the following scale to respond.

1) Agree 2) Tend to Agree 3) Tend to Disagree
4) Disagree 10) No Opinion

The integration model reduces the stigma associated with specific learning disabilities.
Equal or superior learning opportunities are available (or Students with specific learning
disabilities when the integration model is used.

Special education costs are reduced through use of the integration model.
Referrals and time - consuming assessments are reduced through use of the integration

model.
The utilization of learning disabilities personnel is improved (e.g., number of students

served, more time for direct instruction and collaborative consultation) through use of the
integration modei.

10. Students with learning disabilities learn no differently from their non-handicapped peers.
11. Regular/general educators have the skills to make needed instructional adaptations for

students with specific learning disabilities.
12. Regular/general educators are willing to make needed instructional adaptations for stu-

dents with specific 'earning disabilities.
13. 'Pull-out' programs do students with learning disabilities more harm than good.
14. Dropout 'rates will decrease for students with specific learning disabilities through use of the

integration model.
15. Post-school adjustment of students with specific leamii..g disabilities will improve through

use of the integration model.
18. School administrators/supervisors have encouraged implementation of the integration mo-

del for students with specific learning disabilities.
17. Local parents support use of the integration model for students with specific learning disa-

bilities.
18. External consultants and/or experts have recommended use of the integration model for

students with specific learning disabilities.
19. Research findings document equal or superior outcome for students with specific learning

disabilities who are served In the integration model.
The integration model results it S444114i1149 sharing of instructional responsibilities between

special and regular education personnel.
1. Total integration is a realistic goal for all students with specific learning disabilities.

22-34) Based on your knowledge, please indicate which, if any, of the following data on students
ith specific Warning disabilities and related administrative data are being systematically col-
clad end summarized on a schc or system-wide basis. Use the following scale lo respond.

1) Data Being Collected for LD 2) Data Being Collected (Not by Category)
3) Data Not Being Collected 10) Can't Judge

2. standardized measures of academic achievement
3. absenteeism
4. grade retention
5. dropout rate(s)
6. rate of diplomas granted
7. students' attitudes toward learning and school
8. grades fax each grading period
9. students' satisfaction in school placement ")

OVER PLEASE Begin with item 30
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as cent: ng of owing scale to teSpOrl
1) Collected let LD 2) Data Icing Collected (Not by Category)
3) Date Net Doing Collected 10) Can't Judge

. social acceptance within the regular education settings
1. parental satisfaction with the educational program provided for their LD student.
2. number of referrals for special education services
3. the number of students with learning disabilities in each program delivery option each

school year.
. educational costs in the delivery of special education services for students with specific

teaming disabilities

newer items 35 to ST only if your system is actively attempting to increase the
ntegration of students with specific learning disabilities in the regular class-oom.

35.51) To what extent do you believe the following statements serve as the basis for any current
icy or programmatic changes within your school division to increase use of the integration 31 1 '2 '3 4 S 5 7'.5 .4 '10

for students with specific learning disabilities? Use the following scale to respond.1) To a Crest Extent 2) To Some Extent 3) To Only a Limited Extent 384) To No Extent 10) 14e Opinion
5. The integration model reduces the stigma associated with specific learning disabilities.

Students with specific learning disabilities have equal or superior learning opportunities 38 1' 3 '3 .4. s .4 7 -5 .4 io

is used.when the integration model
7. Educational costs are reduced through use of the integration model. IThe utilization of teeming disabilities personnel is improved (e.g., number of students

served, more t i m e f o r direct instruction and collaborative consultation)through use of the 40 .1) 4, .3,1:1. s' 8' ; l' 4 ,i. 14 IMMintegration model.
MP9. Referrals and time-consuming assessments are reduced through use of the integration 41 1) 23-4 S:11 7 10, 1 10 SEIBmodel.
1M1Students with learning disabilities learn no differently from their non-handicapped peers.

1. Regular/general educators are able to make needed instructional adaptations for students 42 11!t-itiyurii.i;.iffi:.io ow
with specific learning disabilities. los

2. Regular/general educators are willing to make needed instructional adaptations for sou- 43 1 2 3 4 S .4 7 ,4 75 SO MI
dents with specific learning disabilities.

ow3. -Pull -out' programs do students with learning disabilities more harm than good. 44 i;t;:kstis.'s.,!I i*.:!...yi amDropout rates will decrease for students with specific learning disabilities through the use meof the integration model.
5. Post-echooi adjustment of students with specific learning disabilities will improve through

45 i .3 3 . S '5 7,'S '4 .10 1M
ININuse of the integration model.

School adrrtinistratorsIsupervieors have encourag.sd implementation of the integration mo- a fiNtil'31.1,,I)41 7)f11`..11)72 OM
del for students with specific learning disabilities. no

Local parents have encouraged use of the integration model for students with specific 47 .1..2 '3 4 'S 1. 7 4 .4 10 =Ilearning disabilities.
anExternal consultants and/or experts have recommended use of the integration model for
ems48 CI,'. (:_i_. 0),i:1i) (i, (:72)11(s:\ :1!students with specific learning disabilities.
eel9. Research findings document equal or superior outcome for students with spreffic learning

disabilities who are served In the integration model. 45 I 2, 3 4 4,0. 7 :4 ii :10 MB

The integration model results in a genuine sharing of instructional responsibilities among
special and mauler education personnel. 50 ,i. (1. q , (... i.. ® (il /al ii)(10 en

I. Total integration is * realistic goal for all students with specific Warning disabilities.

31

1 2 3 4 4

I '2 3 4 S 4 7 S 11 10

52-57) To what extent do you think the following factors ere/have been present within your
division during efforts to increase the use of the integration model for students with 51 I. 2,3,.i..s.w. ?.. .5..lo on

milk learning disabilities? Use the following state to respond. en1) Clearly Present 2) Present to Same Extent 52 jy.t.(3,,4);!(!1D1v Q.1)(1. mil3) Not Present 10) Can't Judge to2. Involvement of key stakeholders (i.e., central administrators. supervisors. principals.
teachers. parents, students) in planning and implementation of integration efforts. s3 1,,213 S"5 ,i'lll'"1'.10 Nei

3. Establielwisent of realistic goals for integration. en

5. Flexibility in planning and implementing integrative efforts in individual schools due to the
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Clear erticulation of goals for integration. imi
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Access to necessary resources and support for integration.
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PART Ii. Status of Special/Regular Education integration initiative for Students with
Specific Learning Disabilities

58 If your school division is actively seeking to implement the integration model to
serve students with specific learning disabilities (and perhaps students with other
disabilities). what do you consider to be the primary or bask reason(s) for this
active effort?

59 If your school division is not seeking to implement the integration model. what do
you consider to be the primary reasson(s),

60 In the space provided. please identify what you consider to be motor obstacii(s)
to implementation of the integration model for serving students with specific
learning disabilities within your school division.

Respondent Information

61 Name (optional)

62 Job Title

63 Number of Years in Current Position.
64 Certifications. Endorsements, or Liscensures Held (Check/identify those

hold )

O Early Education INK-3)
O Elementary Education (3 -6)
O Secondary Education (specify subject area(s))

Learning Disabilities
O School Psychologist
O Instructional and Supervisory Personnel

School Principal
O Other(s) (Please specify)

Final Report R117E10145 (C. K. Ibuck,
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Would you be willing to send a copy of any enabling guidelines prillosooriles
and;or policies designed to increase the amount of time students with specific
learning disabilities spend in the regular education program, (Please let us know
si Were is a charge for obtaining such documents )

Yes (Copies of relevant documents are included with my response )
Yes (Copies of relevant documents will be sent in a separate mailing.)
Please phone me at to obtain copies of relevant
documents.
I am unable to provide copies of the relevant documents.

66 Would you like a summary of the research findings'

Yes
No

Preferred mailing address:

Please return the completed survey in the pre-addressed. postage-paid envelope. Send
any non-supplied envelopes to the following address:

Dr. Cherry Houck
319 War Memorial Hall
College of Education

Virginia Tech
Blacksburg, Virginia 24061-0313

If you have any questions. please phone (703) 231-5269.

Thank you for your porticipation in this research.
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Virginia
LJ: Tech

VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE
AND STATE UNIVERSITY

Dear

College of Education

Curriculum & Instruction
Blacksburg. Virginia 24061
(703) 231-5269

February 5, 1992

I am writing to request your assistance in a statewide research project being conducted at Virginia Tech
through funding from the US Department of Education. Through this multi-stage investigation, we seek to
provide professionals working in the field with information on the current status of any program delivery
changes related to what has been called the special education /regular education integration initiative (or
integration) model. As you may know this initiative is designed to increase the amount of time students with
learning disabilities (and other disabilities) spend in regular classrooms beyond current practice while
minimizing pull-out programming. In this particular study we are limiting our focus to integration efforts for
students with specific learning disabilities.

Your name was randomly selected as one who could represent professionals employed in a position
such as yours. Through your work, you are in a position to know of any active efforts to increase the
integration of students with learning disabilities into regular education classes within your school division and
the factors that are influencing such efforts. We solicit your perceptions via the enclosed survey as part of this
investigation.

You may notice that the survey materials are coded. However, please be assured that your responses
will not be reported individually or linked with your school division at any time. We need your honest and
straightforward opinions and want you to feel completely comfortable in disclosing your views. Also, be
assured that we are not promoting any particular position related to this issue. If possible, we ask that you
return the completed survey with the next two weeks in the enclosed envelop making sure that the Opscan
form is folded as received.

Thank you for considering this request to participate in this study as a representative for other
professionals in your position. Please know that I truly appreciate the time you will give to this effort. If
you have any questions or would like to have additional information about this research, please do not
hesitate to call me or Mrs. Sandra Dill, Research Assistant at (703) 231-5269).

Sincerely,

Cherry K. Houck
Professor of Education

End: Survey Materials
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Virginia
Tech

P.1! VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE
AND STATE UNIVERSITY

DEAR

College of Education

Curriculum & Instruction
Blacksburg, Virginia 24061
(703) 231-5269

March 3, 1992

We need your help! Several weeks ago you received an inquiry regarding
the status of Special/Regular Education integration efforts for students with
specific learning disabilities. Based on the responses to date, professionals
appear to hold very different views regarding expanded integration initiatives
and we want to be sure that our findings accurately reflect the views of the
key stakeholders in such program change.

In checking our records, we see that your survey form has not been
returned. If you have mailed your response, please disregard this follow-up
request. If not, could you spend a few minutes completing the enclosed
survey?

I wish I could compensate you for giving your valuable time and
expertise to this research. Please know that you have my sincere thanks for
considering this request.

Encl: Survey Materials

Sincerely,

Cherry K. Houck
Professor of Education

3
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Virginia
8 7 2

Tech
VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE
AND STATE UNIVERSITY

DEAR MS.

College of Education

Curriculum 1. Instruction
Blacksburg, Virginia 24061
(703) 231-5269

April 30, 1992

Bad Timing ?? Earlier we sent you an inquiry regarding the status of
Special/Regular Education integration efforts for students with specific learning
disabilities. No doubt the past few months have been a busy time for everyone and
perhaps not a very good time to ask for your participation in this research. Since
we are very anxious to develop an accurate portrait of professionals' opinions
related to the integration issue for students with specific learning disabilities and to
report any programming changes in response to this initiative, your views are very
important. Due to the random selection of individuals within specific professional
positions, we look to you as as spokes erson for others em loved as LD teachers.
Whatever your views, we want to know w t you think!

If you have mailed your response, please disregard this follow-up request. If
not, could you give us your time to complete the enclosed survey? Your input
would be greatly appreciated.

As I mentioned in my earlier letter, I wish there was some way we could
compensate you for giving your valuable time and expertise to this research. As a
small gesture, if you would like to receive a summary of our findings, please indicate
your name and preferred mailing address on Part II of your completed survey form.

Sincerely,

Cherry K. Houck
Professor of Education

Encl: Survey Materials

r em
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VIRGINIA TECH PART I. Status of Special/Regular Education Integration
Initiative for Students with Specific Learning
Disabilities

Your responses to this survey are requested to help in a status study of the
special/regular education integration initiative for students with specific learning dis-
abilities. Please use a NO. 2 PENCIL to mark your responses in the answer column.
Be sure to match the item number with the number in the answer column.

(1-3) To what extent do you think your school or school division is actively attempting to increa
the amount of time students with specific learning disabilities spend in regular classrooms be-
yond recent practices? Use the following scale to respond.

I) Extensive Active Efforts 2) Some Active Efforts 3) No Active Efforts
10) No Opinion

1. At the elementary level
2. At the middle school level
3. At the high school level
4. Has your school or school division adopted any guidelines, written philosophies. or policies

which are specifically designed to increase the time students with specific learning disabil-
ities spend in the regular classroom? Use the following scale to respond.

1) Yes 2) No 10) Can't Judge

(5.21) To what extent do you personally agree with the following statements regarding the spe-
cial education/regular education integration initiative? Use the following scale to respond.

1) Agree 2) Tend to Agree 3) Tend to Disagree
4) Disagree 10) No Opinion

5. The integration model reduces the stigma associated with specific learning disabilities.
6. Equal or superior learning opportunities are available for students with specific learning

disabilities when the integration model is. used.
7. Special education costs are reduced through use of the integration model.
8. Referrals and time-consuming assessments are reduced through use of the integration

9. The utilization of learning disabilities personnel is improved (e g.. number of students
served. more time for direct instruction and collaborative consultation) through use of the
integration model.

10. Students with learning disabilities learn no differently from their non-handicapped peers.
11. Regular /general educators have the skills to make needed instructional adaptations for

students with specific learning disabilities.
12. Regular/general educators are willing to make needed instructional adaptations for stu-

dents with specific learning disabilities.
13. 'Pull-our programs do students with learning disabilities more harm than good.
14. Dropout rates will decrease for students with specific learning disabilities through use of the

integration model.
15. Post - school adjustment of students with specific learning disabilities will improve through

use of the integration model.
It School administrators/supervisors have encouraged implementation of the integration mo-

del for students with specific learning disabilities.
17. Local parents support us of the integration model for students with specific learning disa-

bilities.
18. External consultants and/or experts have recommended use of the integration model for

students with specific learning disabilities.
19. Research findings document expel or superior outcome for students with specific learning

disabilities who are served in the integration model.
20. The integration model results in a genuine sharing of instructional responsibilities between

special and regular education personnel.
21. Total integration is a realistic goal for ell students with specific learning disabilities.

Answer items 22 to 51 only if your school or school division is actively at-
tempting to increase the integration of students with specific learning disabil-
ities

ag.

in the regular classroom. Otherwise, please skip to Part II. 20 02..3 . 4 "V. 71 .11 10 NM

(22-38) To what extent do you believe the following statements serve as the basis for any current ems

Policy or programmatic changes within your school or school division to increase use of the in- 21 I- x 3 4 5 s 7 'II 11 10 MI
tegration model for students with specific learning disabilities? Use the following scale to re-
spond.

1) To a Greet Extent 2) To Some Extent 3) To Only a Limited Extent 22 I; 2 3.' 5 .7 4. '10 as.

4) To No Extent 14) No Opinion
22. The integration model reduces the stigma associated with specific learning disabilities. 23 1 2 3 4 5 3 7 9 10 NM

23. Students with specific learning disabilities have equal or superior learning opportunities
when the integration model is used.

24. Educational costs are reduced through use of the integration model. 24 1 3 I 3 4 '5 7 .8. 1. 10 s.
25. The utilization of learning disabilities personnel is improved (e.g.. number of students

served, more time for direct instruction and collaborative consultation) through use of the 25 1 2 3 4 5 3 7 , 10 4=
integration model.

28. Referrals and time-consuming assessments are reduced through use of the integration
20 ! 2 " 3, 4 8.'8 .7 1(0''3 '10

model.
018

27. Students with learning disabilities Warn no differently from their non-handicapped peers.
28. Regular/general educators are able to make needed instructional adaptations for students 27 2 3 4 5 7 .4 , 10 NM

with specific learning disabilities.
29. Regular/general educators are willing to make needed instructional adaptations for stu-

dents with specific teaming disabilities.
20 -1- -2 3 '4 5 6 7 10 MI

111
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Please continue using the following scale to respond.
1) To a Great Extent 2) To Some Extent
4) To No Extent 10) No Opinion

30.
31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

3) To Only a Limited Extent

111.1 11-our programs do students with learning disabilities more harm than good.
Dropout rates will decrease for students with specific Warning disabilities through the use

of the integration model.
Post-school adjustment of students with specific learning disabilities will improve through

use of the integration model.
School administratorshvervisors have encouraged implementation of the integration mo-

del for students with specific learning disabilities.
Local parents have encouraged use of the integration model for students with specific

learning disabilities.
External consultants and/or experts have recommended use of the integration model for

students with specific learning disabilities.
Research findings document equal or superior outcome for studsnts with specific learning

disabilities who we served in the integration model.
The integration model results in a genuine sharing of instructional responsibilities among

special and regular education personnel.
Total integration is a realistic goal for all students with specific learning disabilities.

(39-44) To what extent do you think the following factors are/have been present within your
school or school division during efforts to increase the use of the integration model for students
with specific learning disabilities? Use the following scale to respond.

1) Clearly Present 2) Present to Some Extent
3) Not Present 10) Can't Judge

39. Involvement of key stakeholders (i.e., central administrators, supervisors, principals,
teachers, parents, students) in planning and implementation of integration efforts.

40. Establishment of realistic goals for integration.
41. Clear articulation of goals for integration.
42. Flexibility in planning and implementing integrative efforts in individual schools due to the

presence of the unique school characteristics.
43. Access to necessary resources and support for integration.
44. A systematic process for evaluating the process and outcome of the integration effort.

(411-57) Based on your observations, please intricate which, if any, changes you have noted re-
lated to the following outcome measues for students with specific learning disabilities that you
attribute to your school or wheel division's integration *Norte during ele 1119142 school year.
Use the following scale to respond.

1) Positive Chentlo 2) N. Change
3) Negative Change 10) Can't Judge

45. Standardized measures of LD students' academic achievement
46. 1-D students' grades for each grading period
47. LD students' attitudes toward learning and school
48. LD students' satisfaction in school placement
49. LD students' social acceptance within the regular education settings
50. Parental satisfaction with the educational program provided for their child with a learning

disability
51. Absenteeism for LD students
52. Anticipated grade oromotion rate for ID students
53. Dropout rate(s) for LO students
54. Anticipated rate of diplomas granted to 1.0 students
55. Number of referrals for special education services
56. The availsbilty of appopriate education services for ID students
57. Cost efficiency in the delivery of services for ID students

- PLEASE CONTINUE TO PART II -
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PART II. Status of Spdcial/Regular Education Integration Initiative for Students with Specific Learning Olsa-Mlles

5$. If your school or school division is actively seeking to implement the integration model to serve students
with specific learning disabilities, what do you consider to be the primary or basic ressor(s) for this
active effort?

59. If your school or school division is not seeking to implement the integration model. what do you con-
sider to be the primary reason(s)?

60. In the space provided. please identify what you consider to be melee °bider:Ws) to implementation of
the integration model tor serving students with specific learning disabilities within your school or school
division.

Respondest Isdermadast

61. Name (optional):

$2. Job Title:

63. Number of Years in Current Position:

84. Certifications, Endorsements, or Uscensures Meld (Check/identify those you hold.)

O Early Education (NK-3)
O Elementary Education (34)
O Secondary Education (specify subject area(s))
O Learning Disabilities
O School Psychologist
O Instructional and Supervisory Personnel
O School Principal
O Other(*) (Please specify)

Final Report R117E10145 (C. K. Houck, 1992) - Page 260
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65 If you are a building principal or a teacher would you be willing to send a cony of any enabling guide-lines. pnilosophies. and/or policies designed by your school to increase the amount of time studentswith specific learning disabilities spend in the regular education program, (Please let us know if thereis a charge for obtaining such documents.)

O Yes (Copies of relevant documents are included with my response.)
O Yes (Copies of relevant documents will be sent in a separate mailing.)
O Please phone me at to obtain copies of relevant documents.
0 I am unable to provide copies of the relevant documents.

Please return the completed survey in the pre-addressed. postage-paid envelope. Send any non-supplied
envelopes to the following address:

Or. Cherry Houck
319 War Memorial Hall
College of Education

Virginia Tech
Blacksburg, Virginia 24391-0313

If you have any questions. please phone (703) 231 -5269.

Think you for your participation in this research.

r
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VIRGINIA TECH UNIVERSITY

SPECIFIC LEARNING DISABILITIES PROJECT
STATUS OF INTEGRATION EFFORTS

PARENT SURVEY: SPECIAL/REGULAR EDUCATION INTEGRATION
INITIATIVE FOR STUDENTS WITH SPECIFIC LEARNING DISABILITIES

PRETEST RESPONDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

Thank you for meeting with me tocay and completing tne
survey. During this followuo session. I am going to 41SK you
some Questions about the cover letter, the Questions. arm tne
survey form itself. The goal of this aiscussion is to get
your reactions, concerns, ana suggestions for improving tne
survey. Please Pe open and honest with your feedback. We
welcome all your comments (both negative ana positive).

These Questions are about the cover letter.

1. Could you read the cover letter without much
difficulty?

2. Did you understand it?

3. Was any of the vocabulary in the cover
letter confusing? (If so. circle the confusing
parts).

4. Did the cover letter make you want to fill out the
survey? What, if any changes are needed to make
parents more willing to complete the survey?

5 . Were the terms familiar to you? (e.g., Special
Education\Regular Education Integration
Initiative).

6. Was it clear that the survey was about students
with specific learning disabilities?
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PRETEST PARENT RESPONDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

These questions are about the survey.

Were any of the questions unclear to you?

6. Did any of the questions offend you?

g. Were the choices listed after each question adequate
for you to answer the Questions? (Dip tney say what
you meant them to say?)

10. How long did it take you to complete the survey?

11. Do you feel the length of the survey was
reasonable?

la . Apart from the cover letter. wnat other things
would make you want to complete the survey?

13. Did you think any of the items were slanted or
prejudiced?

14. Were any of the items difficult to answer or cid
you leave any blank?

_____15. Were you able to use the form easily? (For
example, were you able to read the Question and
fill in the bubbles without any trouble?)

16. Was the survey neat looking and did it appeal to
you?

17. Were there any important Questions you tnink we
should have asked?

Final Report R117E10145 (C. K. Houck, 1992) - Page 263



VIRGINIA TECH

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION BLACKSBURG, VIRGINIA 24061.0313

DIVISION OF CURRICULUM & INSTRUCTION (703) 231.5347

Spring, 1992

Dear Parent:

I am writing to ask for your help with a research project
being conducted at Virginia Tech. We are interested in learning
more about any recent program changes to increase the amount of
time students with specific learning disabilities spend in the
regular classrooms. Such changes are sometimes referred to as the
Special/Regular Education Integration Model.

We are asking you to share your views regarding any changes
you have noted in the amount of time your child is spending in the
regular classroom as a result of increased integration efforts.
Your ideas and opinions are very important to us.

Will you help us by completing the enclosed survey and sending
it back to us in the self-addressed, stamped envelop? Your
responses will be combined with those of other parents to form an
overall report of parents' views. At no time will your name or
individual responses be shared with anyone.

Please do not hesitate to call me or Ms. Sandra Dill, Research
Assistant, at (703) 231-5269 if you have any questions. We hope
you will agree to participate and that you will feel free to
express your honest opinions.

Sincerely,

Cherry K. Houck
Professor of Education

Enclosure: Survey Materials

Final Report R117E10145 (C. K.VIipidt,Pdettbroicalgitute and State University
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PART H. Status of Special/Regular Education Integration initiative for Students with
Learning Disabilities: Parent Survey

Use reverse side, if needed. Remember your individual responses will remain confidential.
42. If your child's school is actively seeking to implement the integration model to serve Students with

specific learning disabilities, what do you consider to be the primary or basic reasons) for this
active effort?

43. If your child's school is not seeking to implement the integration model, what do you consider to
be the primary reason(s)?

44. In the space provided, please identify what you consider to be major obstacio(s) tc
implementation of the integration model for serving students with specific learning disabilities
within your child's school.

45. What, if any, concerns do you have about your child's educational placement at this time?

46. If you would be willing for us to talk with you further about your child's school program, please
indicate your name and telephone number below.

Name: Phone Number.

Thank You For Participating In This Study!

Final Report R117E10145 (C. K. Houck, 1992) - Page 271
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PART II. Status of Special/Regular Education Integration initiative for Students with
Learning Disabilities: Parent Survey

Use reverse side, if needed. Remember your individual responses will remain confidential.

55. If your child's school is actively seeking to implement the integration model to serve students with
specific learning disabilities, what do you consider to be the primary or basic reason(s) for this
active effort?

56. If your child's school is not seeking to implement the integration motel, what do you consider to
be the primary reason(s)?

57. In the space provided, please identify what you consider tr, be major obstacle(s) to
implementation of the integration model for serving students with specific learning disabilities
within your child's school.

58. What, if any, concerns do you have about your child's educational placement at this time?

59. If you would be willing for us to talk with you further about your child's school program, please
indicate your name and telephone number below.

Name: Phone Number.

Thank You For Participating in This Study!

Final Report R117E10145 (C. K. Houck, 1992) - Page 272
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Outline for Interviews with School Personnel

Individual Interviewed:

Interviewer:

School:

Position:

School Address:

School Division:

Facts About Our School (To be obtained from Principal)

School Setting (i.e., geographic region; urban/suburban/rural)

Socioeconomic Characterization:

Total Number of Students:

Characterization/Racial/Ethnic Composition:

Number of General Classroom Teachers:

Number of LD Teachers:

Other Special Education Teachers:

Other Non-Special Education Support Personnel in the School: (e.g., guidance,
remedial teachers):

Number of LD Students Receiving Services:

In-School LD Program Placement Options:

Final Report R117E10145 (C. K. buck, 1992) - Page 273



Our integration Efforts

1. How Our Efforts to Increase the Integration of Students with Learning Disabilities
Began:

a. Motivating Factors Influencing Increased Integration Efforts for Students with
Learning Disabilities:

b. Individual(s) Providing Initial Encouragement/Leadership for Increased Inte-
gration Efforts

c. Date When We Began Thinking About Ways to Increase the Amount Of Time
Students With Learning Disabilities Spend in General Education Classrooms:

d. Other Comments:

2. Goals of Our Integration Efforts for Students with Specific Learning Disabilities;

3. Preparatory and Continuing Staff Development/inservice Activities:

a. Extent and Duration of Preparatory Planning

Final Report R117E10145 (C. K. Houck, 1992) - Page 274 2



b. Description of Planning Process

c. How Planning Time was Made Available

d. Continuing Planning Efforts

e. Comments:

4. Indicators to Be Used to Evaluate Outcomes of Integration Efforts and Person(s)
Responsible:

5. Impact on School Resources (Note any impact on the following school re-
sources):

a. Supervisory Support:

b. General Education Teachers

Final Report R117E10145 (C. K. Houck, 1992) - Page 275 3
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c. LD Teachers:

d. Other Special Education Personnel

e. Instructional Aides

f. Instructional Space

g. Instructional Equipment and Materials

h. Staff Development /Inservice Support

i. School/Community Relations/Communications

j. Program Evaluation Support

Final Report R117E10145 (C. K. Houck, 1992) - Page 276 4



k. Other

I. Comments/Recommendations

6. Overall Impact of Integration on Policy & Procedures:

a. Special Education Referrals

b. LD Eligibility

c. Daily Schedule

d. Grading Standards

e. Procedures to Monitor Student Outcomes

f. Program Evaluation

Final Report R117E10145 (C. K. Houck, 1992) Page 277



7. Initial/Current Staff Reactions to Integration Efforts:

a. Supervisory Personnel

b. Principal:

c. General Classroom Teachers

d. LD Teachers

e. Other Support Personnel

f. LD Students

g. Parents of LD Students

h. Non-Disabled Students

Final Report R117E10145 (C. K. Houck, 1992) - Page 278
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i. Parents of Non-Disabled Students

j. School Board Members

k. Other(s) (Please Specify)

I. Comments

8. Planning for Instruction in Integrated Classrooms:

a. Extent of Joint Planning Opportunities:

b. Adequacy of Joint Planning Time:

c. General Frequency of Joint Planning:

d. How Joint Planning Time Has Been Scheduled:

Final Report R117E10145 (C. K. li3uck, 1992) - Page 279 7
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e. Role of General Classroom Teacher in Planning for Integrated Instruction

f. Role of LD Teacher in Planning for Integrated Instruction

g. Role of Others in Planning for Integrated Instruction (e.g., principal, special
education/general education supervisors, other in-school support personnel,
parents of LD students, LD students, etc.)

h. Comments/Recommendations

9. Instruction In Integrated Classrooms:

a. Instructional Role of General Classroom Teacher in Integrated Classroom

b. Instructional Role of LD Teacher in Integrated Classroom

c. Instruction Role of Any Others in Integrated Classroom (e.g., aides, volun-
teers, etc.)

t 'N
i
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d. Extent to Which Above Roles are Comfortable

10. Typical instructional Adaptations Made for LD Students in Integrated Class-
rooms:

Instructional Expectations

Instructional Groupings

Instructional Methods

Instructional Materials

Instructional Pace

Final Report R117E10145 (C. K. Houck, 1992) - Page 281
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Evaluation Procedures/Standards

11. Perceived Adequacy of Instructional Accommodations for LD Students in Inte-
grated Classrooms (Note comments adjacent to individual being interviewed):

a. Central Office Supervisory Personnel

b. Principal:

c. General Classroom Teachers

d. LD Teachers

e. Other Support Personnel

f. LD Students

( n
t .1 ,1
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g. Parents of LD Students

h. Non-Disabled Students

i. Comments/Recommendations

12. Typical Daily Schedule for LD Teacher (To be requested from LD teacher(s).
Provide sample day/week if possible.)

Time Activity

13. Availability of In-School "Pull-Our Services for LD Students:

Comments/Recommendations:

14. Obstacles Encountered with Integration Efforts to Date:

Strategies to Overcome Identified Obstacles:

Final Report R117E10145 (C. K. }buck, 1992) - Page 283 11
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Outcomes of Strategies:

Comments/Recommendations:

15. Observed Impact of Integrated Instruction on LD Students :

a. Attitude toward learning and school

b. Satisfaction in integrated classroom(s)

c. Social Acceptance in Integrated Classroom(s)

d. Academic Success in integrated classroom(s)

Classroom tests
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Six week/Semester Grades

Prospects for Promotion to Next Grade/Level

16. Observed Impact o; :ategrated Instruction on Non-Disabled Students :

a. Skill/Content Coverage

b. Task Engagement

c. Attitude toward learning and school

d. Satisfaction in integrated classroom(s)

e. Academic success in integrated classroom(s) (e.g., grades)

17. Overall Impression of Integration Model for LD Students
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a. Strengths:

b. Weaknesses/Continuing Needs

18. Unrealized Goals for Integration of LD Students:

19. Anticipated Next Steps or Refinements for Integration Effort :

20. Things You'd Do Differently If Starting Over with Integration Efforts for LD Stu-
dents:

21. Recommendations for Replication Elsewhere:

Virginia Tech SLO Research Project
Cherry Houck, Principal Investigator)

L cl
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Outline for Interview with Parents of
Students with Specific Learning Disabilities

Parent's Name: Child's Name:

School: School Division:

Name of Interviewer: Date of Interview:

1. What specific learning disability(ies) does your child have?

When was your child's learning disability first identified?

2. How long has your child been receiving special education services through the
school?

3. What type of learning disability program is your child participating in this year?

4. Where does he/she receive any special education services (e.g., totally within the
regular classroom, some pull-out or resource room instruction)?

II/ ' -r
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5. Does your child spend any time with the learning disabilities teacher each week?

If so, about how much time per week (in hours)?

6. Are there specific subjects or classes that your child finds more difficult?

7. Are there specific subjects or classes that your child finds easier than others?

8. Are you aware of any attempts to increase the amount of time your child spends
in the regular classroom this year or in the last few years?

If so, how did you become aware of such efforts?

What do you think has prompted these efforts?

4
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9. Are you aware of any specific goals for increasing the amount of time students
with learning disabilities spend in the regular classroom within your child's
school?

If so, what are the goals?

To what extent have you been involved in planning: for increased inte-
gration of your child in the regular classroom program?

10. To your knowledge, are your child's In-school assignments being adjusted or
adapted to accommodate for his/her individual needs in the regular classroom
during this school year?

If so, what instructional adaptations are being made for your child within
the regular classroom?

11. To your knowledge, has your child been able to complete his or her assignments
successfully within the regular classroom?

If not, what problems have been encountered?

12. To your knowledge, are your child's homework assignments being adjusted to
accommodate for his/her individual needs? If so, how have they been adjusted?
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z1 3



14. Do you think that your child is receiving the instructional support and adaptations
he/she needs in order to be successful?

Why/why not?

15. To what extent do you agree with the following statements?

Response Choices:

Agree Tend to Agree Tend to Disagree Disagree No Opinion

a. The integration model reduces the stigma associated with specific learning
disabilities.

b. Equal or superior learning opportunities are available for students with spe-
cific learning disabilities when the integration model is used.

c. Students with learning disabilities learn no differently from their non-disabled
peers.

d. Regular classroom teachers have the skills to make needed instructional ad-
aptations for students with specific learning disabilities.

e. Regular classroom teachers are willing to make needed instructional adapta-
tions for students with specific learning disabilities.

f. "Pull-out" programs do students with learning disabilities more harm than
good.

Dropout rates will decrease for students with specific learning disabilities
through use of the integration model.

h. Post-school adjustment of students with specific learning disabilities will im-
prove through use of the integration model.

g.

i. Local parents support use of the integration model for students with specific
learning disabilities.

Total integration is a realistic goal for all students with specific learning dis-
abilities.

k. School personnel have encouraged use of the integration model for students
with specific learning disabilities.
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#15 Continued

Response Choices:

Agree Tend to Agree Tend to Disagree Disagree No Opinion

h. Post-school adjustment of students with specific learning disabilities will im-
prove through use of the integration model.

i. Local parents support use of the integration model for students with specific
learning disabilities.

j. Total integration is a realistic goal for all students with specific learning dis-
abilities.

k. School personnel have encouraged use of the integration model for students
with specific learning disabilities.

16. What does your child say about his/her academic work this year?

17. Overall, what has your child said regarding his/her feelings about school this
year?

18. What feedback have you received from the school regarding your child's aca-
demic performance this year in terms of:

a. Competence in basic skills (reading, written expression, math)?

b. Work habits?

c. Ability to keep up with the class?
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d. Quality of work products?

e. Grades?

f. Overall classroom behavior?

g. Other facets of performance?

19. Based on your own observations, what, if any, changes have you noticed as a
result of the increased time your child is spending in the regular classroom?

Response Choices:

Positive Change No Change Negative Change Can't Judge

a. Standardized test measures of academic achievement

b. Grades for each grading period?

c. Your child's attitude toward learning and school?

d. Your child's satisfaction in his or her school placement?

e. Your child's social acceptance within the regular classroom?

f. Your satisfaction with the educational program provided for your child?

g. Your child's prospects for promotion/passing this year?

h. Your child's prospects for completing high school?

i. The availability of appropriate educational services for your child?
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20. What de you envision your child doing after he/she finishes school?

21. Has your child ever expressed what he/she would like to do after finishing
school?

22. Given the nature of your child's specific learning disability and his/her school
progress to date, do you foresee any problems in achieving these plans?

23. Based on your judgement of your child's special learning needs, what type of
educational placement option would you prefer?

Full-time integration--all instruction delivered by the regular
classroom teacher

Full-time integration--all instruction delivered in the regular
classroom by both the regular classroom teacher and learning
disabilities teacher.

Part-time integration in the regular classroom with LD services
provided in another setting such as the resource room, as needed.

I don't know.

24. Whai is your overall opinion of the increased efforts to use the "integration
model" for addressing your child's special learning needs?

25. Do you think the integration efforts undertaken this year have been realistic?

4 7 0
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26. What factors do you think are most important in judging the success of efforts to
increase the amount of time students with specific learning disabilities spend in
the regular classroom through use of the integration model?

27. What, if any, effect has increased use of the integration model had on you as a
parent of a child with a specific learning disability?

28. Based on your own experiences, what comments and/or suggestions would you
offer others regarding increased use of the integration model for students with
specific learning disabilities?

29. Other comments?

Thank you for sharing your views.
We appreciate your participation!

Virginia Tech SLD Research Project
(Cherry Houck, Principal Investigator)

4
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VIRGINIA TECH
Virginia Polyteclutie Institute and State Uttiversity

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION
Divisive d Carrienkas and Instrection
319 War Memoriod Hall
Bitest HOUCK at VT14.41

BLACKSBURG, VIRGINIA 24061-0313

(703) 231-5269
FAX 703-2314717

Date

Dear Parent:

During the past several years, many schools in Virginia have bee'working to increase the amount of time students with learning disabilitiesspend In regular classrooms. As a part of a state-wide project funded by theU.S. Department of Education, we are conducting research to determine howstudents, parents, teachers, and administrators feel about these integrationefforts.

On , we will be visiting in your child's school to
learn more about the increased integration efforts and how those who havebeen involved feel about these program changes. I am writing to requestpermission to interview your child as part of this research. Be assured thatinformation shared in this interview will remain confidential and used only togenerate an overall view of students' perceptions. No responses wilt bereported by name or school system. The interview should take no more than15 minutes of your child's time and would be scheduled to avoid unnecessarydisruption of his or her daily !nstructional program. If you and your child
agrees to participate, I also will need to check with your child's school todetermine his or her most recent achievement and intelligence test scores.

Thank you for considering this request. If you are willing to allow yourchild to participate, please fill in and sign the attached form and return it toyour child's school so we can schedule the interview. Please do not hesitateto call me if you have any questions concerning this request (703-231-5269).

Sincerely,

Cherry K. K. Houck
Professor of Education

Attachments: Permission Form
Topic Overview
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Request for Participation
Virginia Tech Research Project

Students' Views of Learning Disabilities Services

1. I give permission for
mate) to beinterviewed as part of the Virginia Tech research project on integration funded by the U.S.Department of Education. I understand that the interview will be conducted at school bymembers of the Virginia Tech project staff and that the interview would be scheduled to avoidunnecessary disruption of his or her instructional program. I further grant permission for therelease of my child's most recent achievement and intelligence test scores with the understandingthat this information will be used only to describe the total groups of students interviewed andnot reported by my child's name at any time.

°Yes ONo

Parent or Guardian Signature
Relationship to Child (e.g., mother, father, other)
Home Address:

Home Phone Number
411111MmisToday's Date

2. My child is willing to participate in the Virginia Tech research project on integrationfunded by the U.S. Department of Education.

0Yes ONo

Child's Signature

Child's Full Name
Date of Birth
Name of School
Current Grade Level
When was your child's learning disability first identified?
Child's Current LD Teacher

3. I would be willing to share my own views regarding my child's current educationalprogram with the research project staff.

ClYes ONo

4
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SUBJECT CODE:

Initiative Group: Ex;

Virginia Tech Research Project:
Students' Views of LD Services

SUBJECT INFORMATION SHEET

SW; NA

STUDENT'S NAME:

SCHOOL:

HOME ADDRESS:

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION
OF SCHOOL: Urban (1)

RRENT GRADE LEVEL: (91-92)

3NDER:

MALE (1) FEMALE (2)

Rural (2) __Suburban (3)

DATE OF BIRTH: yr/ moi_iday
ETHNIC GROUP:

African American (1)
Asian (2)
Caucasian (3)
Hispanic (4)
Native American (5)
Unknown (10)

ATTENDANCE RECORD: # of Days Absent for 91-92

Date of
Interview:

Interviewer:

Grade level when
first identified
for LD services:

PRIMARY DISABILITY:

SECONDARY DISABILITY:

Learning Disability (1)
Specific Disability(ies)

Emotionally Disturbed (1)
Speech and Language Impaired (2)
Visually Impaired (3)
Hearing Impaired (4)
Physically Impaired (5)
Other Health Impairment (6)
(e.g. ADHD)
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Subject Information Sheet
Subject Code:

RECENT TEST SCORES

A. Score(s) from most recent individually administered intelligence test:

Score(s)
(Please indicate
standard scores

Name of Test Date Given if available)

B. Score(s) from most recent individually administered general achievement test:

Score(s)
(Please indicate
standard scores

Name of Test Date Given if available)

415
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Subject Code:

Student's Name:

Virginia Tech Research Project:
Students' Views of LD Services

Student Interview Instrument

Good morning (afternoon), . My name is
. I'm from Virginia Tech in Blacksburg and I'm

gathering information for some research we're doing to find out how students with learning
disabilities feel about school. I'd like to ask you some questions, but first, I want to be sure
you understand that whatever you tell me will not be shared with anyone at your school...
not your teacher(s), the principal, or anyone else. My questions should take you about 20
minutes. If it's OK with you, I'd like to tape what we say to help me keep track of what you
have to tell me. Is that all right?

1. If yes, turn on tape.

2. If no or reluctant, say, I'll just take some notes.

School Schedule

Answers to Question 1 are to be written on Form A which is attached to survey.

1. First, I would like to learn about your school day.

a. What is your schedule during a normal school day?
(What class do you have first, second, third....?)

b. Who is your teacher for this class or subject?
(Name)

c. Is there another teacher or other adult in the room during this class or subject?
(Yes - No)

d. What does this person usually do during this period?

4
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Student Interview Virginia Tech LD Research Project 2

General Questions

2. Is there a particular subject or class that seems easier for you?

0Yes (1) ONo (2) 01 don't know (10)

Which one?

Why does this class seem easier?

3. Is there a particular subject or class that seems more difficult for you?

0Yes (1) ONo (2) 01 don't know (10)

Which one?

Why does this class seem more difficult?

Answers to Questions 4 a and b are to be listed on Form A which Is attached to survey.

4.

a. Thinking back to your class schedule, tell me if you are able to complete class
assignments on your own as I name each of your classes.

Please answer,

All of the time(1) Most of the time(2) Some of the time(3) Never(4)
I don't know(10)

Why did you answer this way?

b. Now, tell me If your assignments are the same as the other students in your
class(es) as I name each of your subjects/classes.

Please answer,

All of the time(1) Most of the time(2) Some of the time(3) Never(4)
I don't know(10)

If different, tell me how your assignments are different?

4 "
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Student Interview Virginia Tech LD Research Project 3

5. How do you feel the work you do in your class(es) compares to the work of other
students in your class(es)? It's

Better than most(1) About equal to or the same as others(2)
Not as good as others(3) 1 don't know(4)

6. When you need help in your class(s), are you comfortable asking your teachers for
assistance?

All of the time(1) Most of the time(2) Some of the time(3) Never(4)
1 don't know(10)

Why did you answer this way?

7. Where do you usually receive this help?

In a classroom with the rest of my class (1)
In a different room (2) (please specify:

8. When you need extra help with what you are learning or school work, where would you
prefer to receive help?

In the classroom with all other students (1)
In separate classroom with other students who need extra help (2)
(please specify:
It does not matter (3)

Why did you answer this way?

9. Do you think you get the help you need in school?

All of the time(1) Most of the time(2) Some of the time(3) Never(4)
1 don't know(10)

Why did you answer this way?

4 i 8
Subject Code:
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Student Interview Virginia Tech LD Research Project 4

10. When you have homework, are your homework assignments the same as the other
students in your classes?

DAN of the time(1) Most of the time(2) Some of the time(3) Never(4)
1 don't know(10)

If different, how?

11. Are you able to complete your homework by yourself?

AII of the time(1) Most of the time(2) Some of the time(3) Never(4)
Can't Judge(10) 01 don't know(10)

If not, what makes your homework difficult for you to complete by yourself?

12. If you need help on your homework, who do you usually ask?

0Mother(1) Friend(4)
Father(2) 0ther(s)(5), please specify
0ther family member(3) 01 don't ask anyone(10)

13. Now, I want you to think about the grades you have earned this year...

How do you feel about these grades? They are

OVery good(1) Good(2) ONeed improvement(3) 1 don't know(10)

Why do you feel this way?

14. What do you think your teacher(s) would say about your grades? They are

OVery good(1) Good(2) ONeed improvement(3) 1 don't know(10)

15. What do you think your parent(s) would say about your grades?

OVery good(1) Good(2) ONeed improvement(3) 1 don't know(10)

Sul:Oct Cods
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Student Interview Virginia Tech LD Research Project 5

16. Overall, how do you feel about school?

CI like school a lot (1)
lt's OK (2)
DI do not like school (3)
DI don't know (4)

Why did you answer this way?

17. Do you feel comfortable around other students in your classes when you're

a. learning something new?

AII of the time(1) Most of the time(2) Some of the time(3) Never(4)
CD don't know(10)

Why did you answer this way?

b. completing a work assignment

AII of the time(1) Most of the time(2) Some of the time(3) Never(4)
DI don't know(10)

Why did you answer this way?

c. In social situations (lunch, clubs, recess, sports)

All of the time(1) Most of the time(2) Some of the time(3) Never(4)
DI don't know(10)

Why did you answer this way?

18. Do you plan to finish high school?

Yes(1) No(2) Of don't know(10)

SubJect Cods

Final Report R117E10145 (C. K. Houck, 1992) - Page 303

0131



Student Interview Virginia Tech LD Research Project 6

19. Have you thought about what you would like to do when you finish school?

0Yes(1) ONo(2) 01 don't know(10)

Tell me what you would like to do.

20. Do you see any problems in achieving these plans?

0Yes(1) ONo(2) 01 don't know(10)

If Yes, what problems do you see?

21. Tell me one thing your teacher(s) could do to help you be more successful in school.

22. Are there any other things that would make school and learning better for you?

23. How much control do you think you have over your success at school?

01 have total control (1)
01 have some control (2)
01 have little control (3)
01 have no control (4)
01 don't know (10)

24. Is there anything else you would like to tell me about school?

4211
Subitet Cody
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Student Interview Virginia Tech LD Research Project 7

Ending Remarks

(turn tape off)

Thank you for taking this time to talk with me about school. I want you to know that I
appreciate your being so open. Remember, what we have discussed will only be shared
with others working on this research. You have helped us learn what students think and
we value your opinions.

s

Subject Code:
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Focus for Observations in Integrated Classrooms

Directions for Observers:

Plan to be at the classroom at the designated time.

Introduce yourself to the teacher and tell her/him that you are anxious to get
a view of a normal instructional period where LD students are integrated.
Thank the teacher for allowing us to visit his/her integrated classroom.
Clarify how long you will be in the classroom.

Give the teacher a copy of the observation sheet and indicate that you will
be taking notes but that our purpose is not, in any way, to evaluate his/her

aching but rather to learn more about the integrated setting for students
h specific learning disabilities. Tell the teacher you would be happy to let

.m or her review your observation worksheet. Make arrangements to do
so, if desired.

Ask the teacher if the class is grouped in any way and for thelame(s) and
seating location of LD students who will be in the class. Toil the teacher that
you do not want to do do anything that would draw attention to the ID stu-
dents.

Determine where you should sit and move to that area.

When the observation is complete, thank the teacher and leave the room
quietly.

Time/Date/Location of Observation:

Teacher's Name:

Observer's Name:

1. Description of Class

a. Grade/Subject:

b. Ability Grouping? Yes No

c. Number of Students:

d. Number of LD Students:

e. Number of Teachers (Including Aides) in Classroom:

f. Seating Configuration:
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2. What Was the Instructional Focus/Expectations of the Lesson?

Any adaptations?

a. Check All Instruction Methods Employed during Observation:

Teacher Demonstration (__ Regular LD)
Teacher Lecture ( Regular LD)
Teacher Led Discussion ( Regular LD)
Teacher Led Small Group Work Regular LD)
Individual Instruction By Teacher(s) (_ Regular LD Aide)Student Led Small Group Work
Student Presentations/Reports
Peer Teaching
Individual Seat Work
Computer-Assisted Instruction
Media Presentation (Film/TV) Regular LD)
Other (Specify) Regular LD)

b. Instructional Materials Used:

Any adaptations?

3. Outcome Monitoring Procedures:

Any adaptations?

4. Note Primary Role(s) of instructional Personnel During Observation Period:

General Classroom Teacher:
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LD Teacher:

Aide:

Other(s) (Specify):

5. To What Extent Did the LD Students Exhibit Task Engagement?

6. Were LD Students Able to Successfully Complete the In-Class
Tasks/Assignments?

7. To What Extent Did the LD Students Seek Teacher Assistance?

8. What Was the Nature and Extent of Teacher Assistance Provided to LD Students?

9. Note Any Self-Referent Statements Made By LD Students

10. Note Any Peer Statements About LD Studec4ts' Academic Performance:

11. Note Any Peer Statements About LD Students' Behavior:

4
3
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12. Note Any Teacher Statements About LD Students' Academic Performance:

13. Note Any Teacher Statements About LD Students' Behavior:

14. Observations Related to Peer Acceptance of and/or Interaction with LD Student:

15. Did the Teacher(s) Share Any Comments or Observations Related to Their Expe-
rience with the Integration Model for LD Students?

16. Other Comments/Observations

Virginia Tech SLD Research Project
(Cherry Houck, Principal investigator)

fro +clone*

414 r ry
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VIRGINIA TECH
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION
Division of Curriculum and Instruction
319 War Memorial Hall
Bitnet: HOUCK at VTVM1

BLACKSRURG, VIRGINIA 24061-0313

(703) 231-5269
FAX 703-231-3717

May 20, 1992

Mr..
President, Virginia LDA

Dear Mr.

Thank you for returning my call and for considering my request to obtain views related to
the integration/inclusion initiative for students with specific learning disabilities from parents who
are members of the Virginia LDA. As I mentioned, this year we have been working on a research
project funded by the USDE to develop a snapshot of the status of this initiative in Virginia and
stakeholders' views related to these program changes. To date, we have obtained information from
school personnel throughout Virginia including supervisors of special education programs, general
education supervisors, building principals, general education teachers (at the elementary and
secondary levels), and ID teachers via a mail survey procedure. (Findings from the special
education supervisors' survey were reported at the LDA symposium on educational reform in
Atlanta and I am enclosing a copy of the working paper I am sending to La Nelle for compilation.)
We also have conducted field visits to a small sample of schools engaged in this initiative to
interview representatives of the above groups, students with specific learning disabilities, and
parents.

To better capture the views of parents and with your permission and assistance, we would like
to conduct a mail survey of 100 parents within the Virginia LDA during the early part of the
summer. Given approval, we could either magi survey materials directly to 100 randomly selected
parents or send the survey materials in envelopes to you for distribution to insure anonymity. We
would provide postage-paid envelopes for direct return to this office. (Of course we would cover
mailing costs should you prefer to mail the surveys.) Enclosed is a copy of the instrument and
cover letter we propose to use. As I mentioned, we pilot tested it with a small group of North
Carolina LDA members earlier this Spring. Although there are many questions we could ask, we
will be using items selected from our surveys of other groups for comparison purposes. The cover
letter could be revised to indicate that the survey has been reviewed and approved by your
Executive Board and the specific procedure used to obtain potential respondents' names. You may
even prefer to sign or co-sign the cover letter.

I hope that this project will be of interest to your Executive Board and that we will be able
to include parents who are members of VLDA in this study. Please let me know if additional
information would be helpful. I look forward to hearing from you.

Sincerely,

Cherry K. Houck
Professor of Education

Enclosures: Survey Materials
Working Paper: Supervisors' Study

elrA 0
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Directions and Recording Sheet for

Affiliate Information

Name of Local Affiliate:

VA TECH Parent Survey

Name & Address of Affiliate Representative:

Number of Survey Packets to Be Distributed:

Packet Numbers (e.g., 001-014):

Directions

1. Number the affiliate membership list (e.g., 001, 002, 003, ...).

2. To secure a systematic sample, select individuals 001, 003, 005, ... and so forth
until you have obtained the specified number of persons to be surveyed. (Skip
over any person who does not have a child with a specific learning disability in
grades K-12.)

3. Record the respondent code and names of the individuals selected in the above
procedure on the reverse side of this sheet. (Retain a copy of this form and for-
ward one to Tom Bass.)

4. Addresc and mail the survey packets making sure each individual is sent the
packet corresponding to his/her number.

5. Record date survey materials are mailed:

6. Mail a copy of the recording sheet to Tom Bass, 505 John Street, Ashland, VA
24005.

Thank you for your assistance!
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Recording Sheet

Respondent Code Number Respondent Name Respondent Address

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

Use additional sheets if needed.
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VIRGINIA TECH
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION
Division of Curriculum and Instruction
319 War Memorial Ilan
Bitnet: IIOUCK at VTVM I

BLACKSBURG, VIRGINIA 24061-0313

(703) 231-5269
FAX 703-231-3717

August 11, 1992

Mrs
Instriirtional Facilitator

Dear

Thank you for providing me an opportunity to interview you regarding
integration/inclusion efforts for students with learning disabilities at Greer Elementary School. The
information you shared should prove to be very helpful to other systems considering such an
initiative and I certainly do appreciate your insights and suggestions. I was especially interested in
the teachers' reactions to this year's program obtained via your questionnaire. As you mentioned,
these views, though not representative of all your teachers, provide some direction for program
refinement and represent an important piece in the evaluation of this initiative.

Please extend my thanks to for also arranging to meet with me. Clearly,
she is committed to this initiative and I'm sure is a tremendous resource within the school.

.., as promised, I'm sending along 15 (plus 3 extras) sets of our parent questionnaire. You
will need to insert a cover letter to your parents asking them for their participation and return of
the survey by July 15. (I'm enclosing a draft insert which you may wish to incorporate. I think
you'll also want to indicate why the forms are being returned to a VA Tech address to avoid
confusion.) Please keep a record of the packet number that is being sent to each parent so we can
keep track of the returned surveys in the event follow-up is desired. Once the forms are returned,
Ill have the responses summarized and forward you a copy. This should be available by mid
August.

Again, it was a pleasure to met you and learn of your experiences. I look forward to seeing
you again and wish you continued success with your school program.

Sincerely,

Cherry K. Houck
Professor of Education

Enclosures: Parent Survey Packets
Survey Record Form
Draft Insert for Cover Letter

CC: Ms.
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Directions and Recording Sheet for

VA TECH Parent Survey

School Information

Name of School: Elementary

Name & Address of School Representative: Mrs..

. Road. VA

Number of Survey Packets Distributed:

Packet Numbers:

Directions

1. Insert a cover letter in each packet requesting participation.

2. Record the respondent code and names of the individuals being sent the sur-
vey on the reverse side of this sheet. (Retain a copy of this form.)

3. Address and mail the survey packets making sure each individual is sent the
packet corresponding to his/her number.

4. Record date survey materials are mailed:

5. Mail a copy of the front of this sheet (do not include the parents' names listed
on the back) to Cherry Houck. 319 War Memorial Hall. Virginia Tech,
Blacksburg, Virginia 24061-0313.

Thank you for your assistance!

,r4
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2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Recording Sheet

Respondent Code Number Respondent Name
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VIRGINIA TECH
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION
Division of Curriculum and Instruction
319 War Memorial Hall
Bitnet: HOUCK at VTVM I

BLACKSBURG, VIRGINIA 24061-0313

(703) 231-5269
FAX 703- 231 -3717

March 4, 1992

1/11/11111111111111.1.
Program Manager

Dear Mr.11111111111mais

I am writing to thank you for responding to our earlier survey regarding efforts to increase the amount of
time students with learning disabilities spend in the regular classroom. Your forthright responses are helping us to
develop a snapshot of current practice and an understanding of factors facilitating and/or inhibiting these integration

efforts.

This Spring, we hope to visit ten representative school divisions throughout Virginia in order to better
understand such integration efforts, how implementation has occurred, critical resources and supports, problem
solving that has been required, related outcomes, and any recommendations that could be offered to other systems
seeking to initiate efforts to increase integration of students with with specific learning disabilities. Through
preliminary analysis of the responses from special education supervisors throughout the staic, 1 noticed that your
school division is one reporting active integration efforts. We would like to know more about your division's
experiences, and I am wondering if you would be willing for me and my research assistant to visit your system one
day this Spring?

To the extent that it is convenient, we hope to schedule our most distant visits during the weeks of May 4-8
and 11-15 and visit those schools closer to Virginia Tech on April 10, 28, 24 & 24th. During these visits we would
like to have an opportunity to observe integration efforts and have discussions with:

you as the Special Education Supervisor (1 hour)
one General Education Supervisor (30 minutes)
one building principal engaged in active efforts to increase the amount of time students with specific

learning disabilities spend in the regular classroom (30 minutes)
four or five regular classroom teachers at a time that would not disrupt instruction (20-30 minutes)
two learning disabilities teachers at a time that would not disrupt instruction (20-30 minutes)
three students with specific learning disabilities at a time that is least disruptive (A parental permission
form and cover letter of explanation will be provided with interviews taking 15-20 minutes)
two parents of students with specific learning disabilities (30-45 minutes).

I do hope that it will be possible for us to visit within your system for this purpose. Please complete and

return the enclosed postcard to let me know if a visit would be possible. Through your continued assistance, we

hope to develop a portrait of current integration efforts that can benefit other school divisions.

Once again, thank you for your earlier participation in Phase I of this investigation and best wishes for

continued success.

Enclosure: Postcard RE: Spring Visit

Sincerely,

Cherry K. Houck
Professor of Education

;;4
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We ars willing to have you visit our school division and the school(s) identified
below later in the Spring in order to loam more about our integration efforts toincrease the Ernount of Wm, students with specific learning disabilities spend inthe regular classroom. I understand that we will be contacted to arrange amutually convenient date and schedule for the visit. The following schoois wrepresentative c4 our efforts and we willing to host a visit.

Name d School Principal Level (ElenutAidiliS)

1)

z

We need additional information in considering this request.Plana", mod
We will be unable to participate as a field -visit site during the Spring.

Phone:

Thank you for considering this request.

c . -
Jr t..
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VIRGINIA TECH
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION
Division of Curriculum and Instruction
319 War Memorial Hall

BLACKSBURG, VIRGINIA 24061-0313

(703) 231-5269

April 13, 1992

Dear .

Thank you for granting us a visit within your school division so that we might
learn more about your efforts to increase the integration of students with specific
learning disabilities in your general education program. As part of our federally
funded research project orr this topic, we certainly look forward to talking with you
and others who are involved in these initiatives at -. .. .

on

Mrs. Sandra Dill, Project Research Assistant. will be joining me in the visit so
that we can both be available to meet with the various individuals and visit in
classrooms where students with learning disabilities are being integrated throughout
the day.

In an effort to ease the schedule coordination task, I am enclosing sheets that
can be used to identify and schedule the observation and interviews. You will notice
that we have indicated the approximate amount of time we would like to spend with
each individual as well. It would be very helpful if we could have a copy of the
schedule before our visit or upon arrival. To the extent possible, we .would like for
our visit to reflect the realities and divergent perspectives associated with your
system's integration efforts. We ask that this goal be kept in mind in selection of the
various individuals to meet with us.

I am also enclosing consent forms and a cover letter for the parents of students
selected for the interviews. We would appreciate your forwarding this cover letter
and consent form to the parents. Again, we look forward to our upcoming visit and
thank you for this opportunity. Please be assured, we will make every effort to be
responsive to the schedules and demands of those with whom we meet.

Sincerely,

Cherry K. Houck
Professor of Education

Enclosures: Visit Schedule Sheets
Student Permission for Interview
Topic Overview
Preparation Steps

CC: Principal=
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Visit with Virginia Tech Project Staff
Seeking to Learn More About the Increased Integration

of Students with Specific Learning Disabilities in
General Education Classroom(s)

Steps to prepare for visit,

1. Select persons to be interviewed.

2. Arrange interview locations that will be quiet and stress free for students and other
participants.

3. Schedule interviews across interviewers, at the convenience of the school and
the person to be interviewed, but also allowing for the most efficient use of the
visitation time.

4. Insert name of person to be interviewed in cover letter to the information packet.
Distribute provided to each person. (Parent packets will include a parent cover
letter and three copies of a permission form for the conducting the student
interviews).

5. Send the appropriate packet of information to each individual who will be
participating in the interviews.

6. Collect parent permission forms in triplicate for conducting the student interviews.
A copy should be given to the parent, one copy to be filed at the school and one
copy to be given to Virginia Tech project staff.

7. Encourage teachers/school staff to review the purpose of the visit with students
and remind them their responses will remain confidential.

8. Forward copy of schedule to Virginia Tech.

4,-- t.: i
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VIRGINIA TECH
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION
Division of Curriculum and Instruction
319 War Memorial Hall
Bitnet: HOUCK at VTvM1

BLACKSBURG, VIRGINIA 24061-0313

(703) 231-5269
FAX 703-231-3717

Date

Dear

During the past several years. many schools in Virginia have been working to increase
the amount of time students with learning disabilities spend in the regular classroom(s). As
a part of a state-wide project funded by the U.S. Department of Education, we are conducting
research to learn more about these changes and how students, parents, teachers, and
administrators feel about these integration efforts.

On May we will be visiting your school division to learn how these changes
came about in your school(s), the actual experiences of those who have been involved, and
reactions and perceived outcomes related to these efforts. During the visit. we will be talking
with program supervisors, principals, general classroom teachers, LD teachers, and students
with specific learning disabilities and parents.

You have been identified as someone who might be willing to meet with us and discuss
your experiences and views related to your school's efforts to increase the amount of time
students with specific learning disabilities spend in the regular education cfassroom(s). The
interview should take no more than 30 minutes of your time. We hope that you will find it
convenient to meet with us and we look forward to the insights you can offer. Please be
assured that any information you share will remain confidential and used only to generate an
overall view of the perceptions of those who play an important role in the education of
students with specific learning disabilities. No individual responses will be reported.

An interview sign-up sheet has been provided to so that our meetings can
be scheduled at your convenience, and to avoid unnecessary disruption of the daily
instructional program. We hope you will find it convenient to meet with us. I am enclosing
an overview of the type of information we hope to gather in our visits. We want our time with
you to result in a genuine sharing of experiences and views through an informal exchange.

Please do not hesitate to call me at (703) 231-5269 or Ms. Sandra Dill at (703) 231-7040
if you have any questions prior to our visit. I look forward to meeting with you.

Sincerely,

Cherry K. Houck
Professor of Education

Attachment: Topic Overview

442
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Interview Confirmation Form

Visit with Virginia Tech Project Staff
Seeking to Learn More About the Increased Integration

of Students with Specific Learning Disabilities in
General Education Classroom(s)

Thank you for agreeing to meet Virginia Tech staff regarding your efforts to in-
crease the amount of time students with specific learning disabilities spend in the general
education classroom(s). As we have agreed, I have scheduled your interview as follows:

Interview Date/Time/Place

Date:

Time of Meeting:

Place:

If you are unable to meet with the Virginia Tech project staff at the designated
time, please let me know so that a replacement may be found. Thank you for your as-
sistance.

Sincerely,

Phone:

r ej

MRemmd

Final Report R117E1C445 (C. K. Houck, 1992) - Page 324



Outline for Integration Casebook

School: School Division:

School Address:

1. Facts About Our School: (This information will be obtained from ap-propriate person(s))

a. School Setting (i.e., geographic region; urban/suburban/rural)
b. Socioeconomic Characteristics

c. Total Number of Students

d. Racial/Ethnic Composition

e. Number of General Classroom Teachers

f. Number of LD Teachers

g. Other Special Education Teachers

h. Other Non-Special Education Support Personnel in the School
i. Number of LD Students Receiving Services

j. In-School LD Program Placement Options

2. How Our Efforts to increase the Integration of Students with LearningDisabilities Began:

3. Goals of Our Integration Efforts for Students with Specific Learning Dis-abilities:

4. Preparatory and Continuing Staff Development/lnservice Activities:
5. Indicators Being Used to Evaluate Outcomes of Integration Efforts and

Person(s) Responsible:

6. Impact of increased Integration Efforts on School Resources:

7. Overall Impact Of increased Integration Efforts on Policy & Procedures:

8. Initial Staff Reactions to integration Efforts:

9. Planning for Instruction in Integrated Classrooms:

10. Typical Instructional Adaptations Made for LD Students in Integrated
Classrooms:

a. Instructional Expectations
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b. Instructional Groupings

c. Instructional Methods

d. Instructional Materials

e. Instructional Pace

f. Evaluation Procedures/Standards

11. Impact of Increased Integration Efforts on the Roles/Activities of
Stakeholders:

12. Typical Daily Schedule for LD Teacher (Sample day/week activities):

13. Obstacles Encountered to Date Associated with Increased Integration
Efforts:

14. Strategies to Overcome Identified Obstacles:

15. Observed Impact of Integrated Instruction on Non-Disabled Students:

a. Skill/Content Coverage

b. Task Engagement

c. Attitude toward learning and school

d. Satisfaction in integrated classroom(s)

e. Academic success in integrated classroom(s) (e.g., grades)

16. Perceived Adequacy of Instructional Accommodations for LD Students
in Integrated Classrooms:

17. Current Reactions of Other Stakeholders to the Integration of LD Stu-
dents:

18. Overall Impression of Integration Model for LD Students:

a. Strengths

b. Weaknesses/Continuing Needs

c. Unrealized Goals for Integration of LD Studen;:s

19. Availability of In-School "Pull-Out" Services for LD Students:

20. Anticipated Next Steps or Program Refinements:

21. Things You'd Do Differently If Starting Over:

22. Recommendations for Replication Elsewhere:

4';
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Project Staff Guidelines for Field Visits

As you know, the school divisions have graciously agreed to serve as a site for our field
visits to enable us to learn more about the status and nature of integration efforts for students
with specific learning disabilities. I have assured each system that we would do everything
possible to avoid unnecessary disruptions of the school day and that any information collected
would be integrated to form a composite case report with no individually identifiable findings
shared, at any time. The following visitation guidelines will help to ensure that we honor these
commitments. Please take time and review them carefully.

Cherry Houck

Pre-Visit

1. Make all pre-visit arrangements with sufficient lead time to avoid last minute notifi-
cations or requests.

2. Pre-visit materials should be well-organized and designed to minimize the burden
on school district personnel.

3. Review visitation schedules and check for workability.

4. Secure directions to the Initial visit site and prepare written copies for each person
who will be participating in the field visit. (Approximate travel times will be needed.)

5. Carefully review the interview and observation materials recording sheets so that
each interview can be conducted in an informal manner.

Visitation

1. Arrive at the designated site at least 15 minutes before first scheduled interview.

2. Check in with the contact person and building principal upon arrival for:

a. introductions

b. presentation of courtesy copy of field visit materials

c. review the day's schedule and designated interview & observation locations

d. determine how student test data is to be accessed

e. obtain copies of student interview & test data access permission forms (Sandra
Dill will take responsibility for securing the student test data according to the
principal's directions.)

f. other directions

3. Begin interviews /observations /test data collection as scheduled and stay on
schedule.

4. At the beginning of each interview, express our appreciation for the interviewee's
assistance and state that we are conducting the follow-up visits to learn first-hand
about the increased general education/special education integration efforts for stu-
dents with specific learning disabilities. (Although such efforts may involve the in-
tegration of students with other disabilities, in this study, our focus is restricted to
specific learning disabilities.)

1
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5. Assure each interviewee that all their comments will be used to form a composite
view of their school's efforts as parr of a Casebook and that no individually
identificatory information will be shared. Encourage each individual to share his or
her views openly.

6. Begin each interview/observation on time and indicate that there are many facets
to explore in a very limited time period. Confirm the scheduled length for the
interview/observation.

7. Indicate that the interview/observation forms have been designed to help us focus
and make notes of our discussions/observations. Offer the interviewee or
individuaffs) in the classroom to be observed a copy of the record forms so that they
will know what we hope to learn. Ask if there are any questions before beginning
the interview or observation.

8. Proceed with the relevant queries noting responses on the interview forms. Pace
the interview according to the schedule.

9. Thank the interviewee or individuals in classrooms being observed for his/her time
and ask if there are any other things s/he or she would like to share. Conclude the
interview/obserVation and check to see that the record sheet is complete and ap-
propriately coded by category of interviewees or observation.

10. "See observation form for specific guidelines.

11. Keep all materials In a secure/confidential place. Do not leave any collected data
unattended.

12. Check off assigned interviews or observations as completed and note any time
variations or notable conditions.

13. Before leaving the school, check to see that all materials have been collected and
that no additional information is needed.

14. Check by the principal's office to thank him/her for the visit and to report how the
schedule worked. Invite any comments. Indicate that we will be developing a
composite and sharing it with them.

Post-Visit

1. Write a follow-up to each contact person and building principal expressing our
thanks for hosting the visit.

2. Develop a composite case study for Inclusion in the Casebook.

3. Summarize findings across settings by participant categories.

4. Prepare final report of field visits for inclusion in the overall project report.

5. Distribute a copy of the Casebook to hosting systems and others as designated in
the project workscope.

Virginia Tech SLD Research Project

4
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Profile of One-Year Academic Achievement for
Students with Specific Learning Disabilities

Directions

Thank you for agreeing to provide data on randomly selected cases illustrating one-year
academic achievement for students with specific learning disabilities. To insure uniformity,
we are asking that you use the following procedure for selecting and recording the achieve-
ment data.

1. Using an alphabetically or numerically ordered caseload list, select the first, third,
fifth, seventh, and ninth students with specific learning disabilities who have partic-
ipated in the integration program model this school year.

2. Record the individual standardized achievement test data (e.g., reading, written
expression, mathematics) for

Spring 1991 and

Spring 1992 (when available)

on the attached sheets for each of the selected cases on the attached form.

3. Write your name and phone number on each form in the space provided.

4. When the Spring 1992 test data are available, mail this information to the Project
Staff in the provided envelop.

If you have any questions, please contact:

Dr. Cherry Houck or Ms. Sandra Dill
SLD Research Project
College of Education

Virginia Tech
Blacksburg, VA 24061-0313

(703) 231-5269

Thank You For Assisting with This Research!
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Subject Number

Gender
Race

VIRGINIA TECH SLD RESEARCH PROJECT
Individual Achievement Test Profile

Date of Birth

Grade

A. READING

(Name of Test)

Name of
Subtest Date of Test Raw Score Percentile

Grade/Age
Stand. Score

-

B. MATHEMATICS

(Name of Test)

Name of
Subtest Date of Test Raw Score Percentile

Grade/Age
Stand. Score

C. WRITTEN LANGUAGE

(Name of Test)

Name of
Subtest Date of Test Raw Score Percentile

Grade/Age
Stand. Score

4 :)
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Overview of Increased Integration Efforts
for Serving Students with Learning Disability

Name of School: Mary Carr Greer Elementary School

School Division: Albemarle County Public Schools

Facts About Our School:

School Setting: K-S Suburban

Socioeconomic Characteristics: Very Transient

Racial/Ethnic Characterization: 10% minority students; ESL students included

Total Students: 605

Number of LD Teachers: 2

Other Support Personnel: Speech/Language Pathologist

Number of LD Students Receiving Services: 18 (1991-92)

Our Integra ton Efforts:

Date We Began Our increased Integration Efforts for LD Students: 1991-92

Motivating Factors:

Goals:

Contact Person: Patricia Lloyd
2055 Lambs Rd.
Charlottesville, VA
22901

Phone Number: (804) 973-8371

- Large number of students at the 4th and 5th grade levels who were in self-contained
placement

- Began to recognize need for LD students and parents to feel part of school and remain in
home school. Attended the "On Common Ground" conference

- Had administrators who were looking at the advantages and disadvantages of integration
- Moved to a non-categorical model

- To place students in "regular" settings
- To give support to teacher so that everyone could benefit

Preparation for Increased Efforts: Most training was through one-on-one conferencing and support.
There was not a lot of training before program was initiated however system sent a team to William

and Mary for conference.

Initial Staff Reactions: Some initial reactions related to "turf" issues. Staff reactions were varied; they ranged
from being pleased to disfavoring the integration model. Staff members were in favor of co-teaching.
LD teachers did not want to be seen as " aides." Some staff were concerned that 'numbers" rather than
students ea* were driving the program.

Impact on School Resources: A full-time instructional aide was needed. The standard budget was increased
and a general classroom was dedicated to the initiative and equipped with a computer.

impact on PoliciestOveratint Procedures: Special education referrals increased for 2nd and 3rd grades but
remained the same at the 4th and 5th levels in what is typically a "low referral" building. Program evaluation
has been done informally though use of a teacher survey and oral feedback from parents and teachers.

Planning for Intesrated Instruction: See above

Extent/Schedule: Team meetings were scheduled after school (2:30-3:15) each Thursday.
LD staff has attempted to meet problems as they arise.
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Perceived Adequacy: Currently. joint planning time is perceived as inadequate.
Need to have more time for planning and to discuss problems.

instructional Roles in Integrated Instruction: These will require negotiation each year to reflect students'
needs. All personnel must be very flexible.

General Education Teachers: The general education teacher delivers instruction and sets the
standards for the class.

1D Teachers: The LD teachers(i.e., special education teachers) provide instructional support and
sometimes serve as instructional leaders. One LD teacher has assumed responsibilities for a
heterogeneous classroom and is engaged in activities to enhance students' acceptance and reduction
of any stigma associated with learning disabilities (e.g., running the school store, teaching higher order
thinking skills. etc.)

Aides/Others:

Typical Instructional Adaptations in Integrated Classrooms:

- Adaptation of SOL's with decisions regarding the most important content and skills
- Adjusted expectations while maintaining quality standards
- Both teachers provide ideas and materials for lesson

In-School Availability of Service Options for LD Students: Available as needed

Observed Impact of Increased Integration Efforts:

Impact on LD Students: LD students now have a more positive attitude toward learning and feel like
they are part of the school. The social acceptance of LD students also has been very good.

irroact on Staff Staff members have been frustrated with scheduling problems. Administrative support
has been a positive influence.

Impact on Others (e.g.. non-disabled. support staff. etc.): No negative impact observed on non-disabled
students.

Overall Impressions of Increased Integration Efforts for Serving LD Students:

Program Strengths:

- Increased integration creates a sense of community in the school and increases students'
self-esteem

- Shared teacher expertise

Program Weaknesses/Continuine Needs

- Model is time - consuming and time constraints need to be considered in implementation
- Need more collaborative planning
- Need total staff support

Loral jaigwk:

- More "true" teacher collaboration is needed along with the necessary planning time
- Need for mote staff preparation
- Teachers need more time to learn and grow
- Need for more parent education
- Having adequate opportunities for co-teaching

Recommendations for Repliesdow Elsewhere:

- Plan before making any changes
- Talk to parents to ''pave the way"
- Develop a research -based model
- Be flexible
- Obtain commitment from leaders (They must truly believe that everyone will benefit from

this model.)
- Consider instructional needs of students
- Develop a strategy to deal with resistance of staff members
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- Keep a continuum of options available; avoid a single service system
- Take it slowly & work together

Exhibit. (If say): Final Drill of Special Education Services Task Force Reconunendations.

f
't)
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Nome of School: Otter River

Overview of Increased Integration Efforts
for Serving Students with Leman Dissidlities

Contact Person: Bruce Sheffernsan
Rt. 1
Goode, Virginia
24556

School Division Bedford County Phone Number: (703) 586-9210

Facts About Our School:

121/21§31111X: Rural

...Socioeconomicqtall00: Lower middle class

EgeiMigkg1gpggim: Predominantly Caucasian

Total Students: 260

Number of Classroom Teachers: 11

Number of LD Teachers: 1

%Namgeolmonnet: Regular ED, EMH, HI, Preschool Handicapped

Number of LD Students Reoeivine Services: 11 (at beginning of school year)

Our Integration Efforts:

Date We Bean Our Increased Intezration Efforts for L1) Students: Spring 1991

hisainliaasAsm

Goals:

- Students with learning disabilities had a wide range of abilities but had been placed in the same
LD class. There was dissatisfaction with the class configuration and content focus.

- As LD students progressed, they lacked needed skills. The integration
model was initialed in an attempt to alleviate these problems.

- To make all students feel a pest of the regular education classroom.
- To take the labels off special education.
- To mist students to become better citizen' by obtaining content area knowledge.

krepaMiziforjnonaggiModa: Special education administrates and school administrators
plumed an ineavice. In the simmer, the special education teachers met with general education
teachers to discuss the integration effort They wanted to keep students on grade level as much
as poisible. Preparation focused on joint planning of goals and instruction to meet all students' needs.

Initial aggism Initially, general education teachers were apprehensive because some had
no previous experience teaching special needs students. Ateacher at each grade level was asked to
volunteer to be Use spokompenion for that grade. Teachers expressed con oern about meeting
the needs of LD students and about such issues as room sharing and roles in instruction.
Teachers also were concerned about not having enough planning time.

knout on School Resources: General education teachers were given more assistsice from

an indructional aide during one class period. The U) teacher no longer has a specific

room but "floats" to various clarroona.

bract on A modified grading scale was developed for LE) students.
Some scheduling difficulties were experienced since it was !sard for the LD teacher to spend time with
all students. Although approxinsately the same number of referrals for special education were received,

not as many were sent on for full evaluation.

Planting for Inteerated Instruction:

4 r.ti

friOtterR
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ExtentScheduk: The participating staff members try to plan collaboratively for at least
one hour each week.

Perceived Adequacy: The joint planning time is perceived as inadequate. Teachers believe
there should he more time for dealing with "specific" concerning instruction in integrated
classroom Also planning time should be built into the school day and should be long
enough for problems to be resolved without interruptions. Otherwise, the out-okchool
time needed can be overwhelming and frustrating,.

bstruetional Roles bwtns :

General Education Teachers: General education teachers typically introduce the lessons
and provide primary instruction_ In some instances, the LD teacher and general education
teachers alternate roles during a lesson.

LD Teachers: - The LD teachers assumes a different role in the various classrooms. Sbe
works to illustrates "easier" or "different" ways of doing things. She assists all students
in the classrooms. In some instances, she may have a "pull-out" reading group.

Aides/Others:

Typical Instructional Mutations in Intezrated Classrooms:

- Shortened assignments (e.g., a reduced number of spelling words)
- Students may read on their level a couple of days each week
- Use of motivational materials (charts, smiley faces, etc.)

In-School Availability of Service Options for LD Students: Other options are available. LD
teacher may take student to another location for instruction, if needed.

Observed hapset of Increased integrities Efforts:

'mum on LD Students: Respondents report mixed views regarding impact of
alteration on LD students. One individual reported that LD students now have
increased self-esteem and feel better about themselves in all areas. Others cite
positive effects such as more social acceptance and increased academic content knowledge.
One teacher expressed concern for a particular student who feels angry and
frustrated in the integrated classroom. This teacher is working with the class and this student
to increase social acceptance.

Inroad on Staff: Has caused some changes in teachers' room assignments.

Imoact on Others (e.z.. non-disabled. support staff. etc.): Sometimes, non-disabled students
believe that they are being treated unfairly. They perceive that they may have to work
harder for certain grades. Non-disabled students have progressed academically.
They also have developed a greater understanding of individuals and individual differences.

Overall Impressions of Increased Istegration Meta for Serving LD Students:

IlenaLstetadIE

f dministrators are supportive and enthusiastic.
- Most teachers believe that students with Learning Disabilities will have

increased self-esteem and feel more like contributing to the class.
- Students who would normally *fall through the creels" will also get help
- Two teachers working together add to the effectiveness of instructions
- Students will learn first -bard that everyone is different

Program Weaknesses/Ccetinuint Needs

- Teachers would like to be better prepared for integration
- General education teachers would like more time for joint planning with the

LD teachers
- Teachers desired additional information regarding specific roles for planning and

instruction in the integrated classroom

Umahzed Goal::

fir
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- All goak have not been completely realized
- Some teachers believe that academic gains were not as high as they had hoped
- General and LD teachers need more joint planning time
- The LD teacher expressed a need for "more control" over entireschool day

Recomoesdales. for Itepikotion Elsewhere:

- Visit other systems' programer and encourage others to visit your program
- Provide more opportunities for teachers to observe collaborative teaching

- Make sure the LD teacher has a manageable workload A schedule
- Educate parents about program
- Encourage teachers to work cooperatively
- Be flexible and patient

Exhibits (If any):

1 Is
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Overview of Increased Integration Efforts
for Serving Students with Leaning DbabUides

Name of School: 'liberty High School

School Divides: Bedford County Public Schools

Facts Aleut Our School:

School &Eiux 10,111

SsakymagnicclimeAgAsig: Middle Class

Contract Person: Dewitt House
100 Liberty Minuteman Dr.
Bedford, VA 24523

Phone Number: (703) 586-2541

Characterization: 12% African-American; less than 1% Asian

IMSNs 910

Number of Classroom Teachers: 52

Number of LD Teachers: 4

Other Suroort Personnel:' 1 TMH, 1 ED, Guidance Counselors, itinerant Speech and Language Pathologist

Number of LD Students Reorivina Services: 65-70

Our Integration Efforts:

Date We Bean Our Increased Inteeration Efforts for LD Students: Began with previous principal in 1983
Current efforts began four years ago with implementation of teacher assistance teams.

Motivatint Factors:

Goals:

- Desire to keep students in their home school
- To enhance students' self-esteem
- To diminish students' feeling of isolation and being singled out from peers

- To decrease the number of pull-out classes and increase inclusion and integration
- To assist LD students to be succeseful and to feel more a part of the group
- To provide the bed education possible
- To cultivate understanding of differences
- To integrate LE/ students so that they are indistinguishable from others it regular class

Preparation far For current efforts (1991-92), a meeting was held at beginning
of the school year followed by individual conferment( between LD staff and general lambera. Looked
at individual students' suds with structured °communication every six weeks.

Initial Staff Reectionc Staff members were very accepting in some departments. Most general
education teachers believe that LD studenu should be in regular clam if they can do the work. Some are resistant
Generally teachers are positive about placing LD students in integrated classrooms

knogissilijalikegatsgai Need more materials that are appropriate for U) students in general cis:rooms.

kagasiasigisahagraxitcgdmr Staff manbers think that number of refusals may increase.
Grading standards should not be lowered, but teachers should become more aware of individual needs
(with help from LD teacher and modifications). Daily schedule has changed for LD teachers who are
now going into general clean.

Flaming for Intimated Indruction:

fiv.UblertyH4

Extent/Schedule: Joint planning ranged from common planning periods to unscheduled meetings.
Some teachers pas notes and converse informally during the school day as time permits.

Perceived Adequacy: Most teachers expressed a need for more plating; time while others reported the

Ll :)
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pi/laming time was adequate.

Waldorf Rolm in Interrated Instruction:

S'eneral Education Teachers:General education teachers have the responsibility to plan and
leech the classes and to ootnmunicate with the LD teachers.

LD Teaclwsrs: LI) teachers provide assistance to general education teachers
and students as needed, and arc in constant communication with general teachers to review
modifications planned and to give feedback to the general classrooms teachers.

Aides/Others:

lyrical Instructional Adaptation in Interrated Classrooms:

- Adjusted expectations
- Use of tape recorders
- Alternate or adjusted tests
- Highlighted texts
- Use of the buddy system
- Orpnizational notebooks
- Extended time for tens and assignments
- Tutoring

In-School Availability of Service Ootions for LD Students. Pull-out is provided if needed.

Observed Impact of Increased Integration Efforts:

ImPact on LD Students: Staff members report a positive effect on attitude toward school and learning. One
teacher cited students' increased pride in school work. Social acceptance is reported as fairly good but

some problems remain. Some feel it is better if non-disabled students arc unaware that a student har learning

Impact on Staff: Integation require' additional paraprofessionals. LD teachers will not always be
available to teach content or pull-out program with new plan that is scheduled for implementation during the
1992-93 school year.

Impact on Others fee.. non-disabled. support stag; etc.1: No impact reported for non-disabled peers or
support staff.

Overall Impressioss of Increased Integration Efforts for Serving LD Students:

Program Strenttiw:

-The provision of additional assistance for the slow learners
-Improved communicatioe among school staff
- Better preparation of students for real-life situations

Promarn Weaknesses Continuum Needs

Resistance aflame staff members to change and to engage in collaborative teaching
- Need for homogeneously grouped classes
- Need for formal staff development

UmaltuALMk:

- Would like to see integration of TMH students continued
- For ail LD students to be able to read in order to be successful in cadent area oourses

Recommendations for Reline:edam iffonebert:

- Provide Mervioe to all teachers in Leaning Disabilities and methods for teaching students with

learning disabilities
- Allocate sufficient time and support to implement program
- Focus on communication and provide immediate responses to requests for assistance from

regular classroom teachers
- Begin with cooperative teaching and move slowing into other classroom

4G1
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EA& Us (If my)

Lindy High School Promo Report
IEP Maisagenient
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Overview of Increased Integration Efforts
for Serving Students with Lemming Disabilities

Name of Scheel: Cardinal Forest Elementary School Contact Person: Patricia Kreiber
8600 Forrester Blvd.
Springfded, VA
22152

School Division: Fairfax County Public Schools Phone Number: ((703) 451-1455

Faces About Our School:

School ilLgElr Urban

ImpomicSliam4e:O ja: Middle Class

gadi1Elimj2Quagnizaligr 10-12% African-American; a small percentage of Asian and Vietnamese

T...411.1411 650

Number of Classroom Teachers: 21 112

Number of LD Teachers: 5

MisaysaMignsgud: 3 aides. 1.5 courselms, 1 reading teacher. ESL teachers

Our Integration Efforts:

Date We Began Our Increased Integration Efforts for LD Students: Spring 1990

Motivatint Factors:

Goals:

- Cardinal Forest was selected as a pilot school for the integration project
- The principal and L13 teachers were interested in providing a different type of service; one that

utilized inesructional strategies appropriate for LD children

- To improve self-estean by integrating LD students into a heterogeneous group
- To provide role models for appropriate leaning and social behavior
- To reduce the stigma of "pull-our programs

Preparation for Increased Efforts: Attended inservioe programs provided by the central office staff.
Met with faculty members from another school that bad implemented the integration model during the
previous year. Surveyed teachers regarding main reaming and visited other school with kapok(' proven's.
Involved all staffmembses in review and planning. Formed a site team and worked during the summer to
develop a pianAteceived assistance from the central office staff when requested

ingialluitgagnil Initial reactions differed depending. Some staff members were willing to try this
new approach without hesitation while others felt they should make changes because they were expected too so.
Several staff members expressed concern related to the amount of work involved and some "turf' inues were
voiced"

Imostanklicslikesseata
-More computers are needed and additional space would be helpful. Sometimes, open classroom

are loud and cause students to be easily distracted. Larger rooms would create space for small group work
-Need to continue staff development efforts.

Imps1.201oldmazolks.Eultaktua: Monitoring procedures basically follow the IEP. Goals need to be
added to amid with implementation in general classroom settings. Referrals do not seem to be affected by
integration except that the LD leather is now in the general classroom' and can observe students with high risk
behavior such as ADHD.

Eticrikabdidsirothamiggy

fn'-Cardinaidoc-1
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Extentachastis: Joint planing time is available Monday afternoons (early dismissal allows extra time
for planning). Other planning time is sought before school, during the IEP conferences and on teacher
work days. One week plans are developed by grade level.

Pe coved Adequacy,: kLa planning time is perceived as inadequate. One respondent suggested that
substitem might be used to free teacher for plaanine,

Instructional Roles in !ulcerated Instnection:

GeneralEducation Mocker:: Respondents indicated that the general education teachers are
responsible for teaching mod of the times.

LD Teacher:: LD teachers monitor and provide alternative irstructiotal strategies. One LD
teacher reported that the general classroom teachers planned the Wpm' and she taught the lesson

Aides/Other:: Aides do some planning and, some instances, engage in small group between.

Typical Instructional Adaptations in biterrated Classrooms:

- Expectations are personalized
- Generally the same assignments are used but expectations are modified
- Modifications are made in length of assignment
- Taping lectures and books
- Use of overhead projectors for itntruction
- Paired reading
- Reading aloud

In-School Availability of Service Options for LD Students: The Learning Lab is a "pull-out" support option.
Coteaching occurs in the general classroom.

Observed impact of Increased Integration Efforts:

Impact on LD Students: Attitudes toward school and learning have improved for the majority of student'.
Mot have a sane of acoompliehment when completing class assignments even if their quality in not as good.
Most are more satisfied being with the large group. Improvement in academic performance also is reposted.

Impact on This is the full year some teachers have had students with learning disabilities in their
classmates. LD teachers have felt a little overwhelmed. The number of students in the Learning Labs has
increased

Overall Impressions of 'screamed Integration' Efforts for Serving LD Studeats:

EmsEamitelaglx

The integration model allows LD 'teapots to get the "best of both world"
-LD teacher can get a better overall picture of the child's functioning
The LD students' self-esteem and ability to socialize are improved

Proeram Weaknesses/Continuint Nig*

- Increased number of students in the general classroom who are not coated on the class rolls
-Inadequate time for planning and scheduling

Ikalktifbnia:

-Compere reprding, "Have I done enough?"
-Need for real teeming next year to include co-planning and oo-tesching
- Need "buy-in" by staff at every level

Reconuneestednas for Reification Elsewhere:

- Be realistic
- Have guidelines that are flexible
- Learn from othess' experiences with the model
- Obtain tem:bets' commitment to the model at the outset of the initiative
- Get the parents involved.
- Consider using a strong mentor or volunteer program.
- Emphasize oonenunication
- Be open-minded and flexible .

fit-C,ardinal.doc-2
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Overview of Increased Integration Efforts
fir Serving Students with Learning Disabilities

Name of Sebeek Owsterbrook Elanestasy Contact Person: Helen Davis. Principal
1753 Kirby Road.
McLean, VA 22101

School Division: Fairfax County Public School Phone Number: (703) 356-3200

Facts Allan Our School:

Suburban

E9S1222102MiC-QUASIffiglIF 85-95% of parents bold graduate degrees

RELatalgiccbmegiediallor 86% Caucasian, 75 Asian. 5% Hispanic, 2% African-American

Total Students: 400

Number of Classroom Teachers: 14

Number of LD Teachers: 4

Other Sunned Penonnel: Counselor. librarian, music and P.E. teachers

Number of LD Students Receivsnt Services: 54

Our Integrable Efforts:

Date We Bean Our Increased Integration Efforts for LD Students: January 1990

Motivating Factors:

- Wanted to move students beck to their home schools
- Parents of students with disabilities wanted students with non-disabled children
- Wanted to increase students' self-esteem
- Staff knew county was moving toward integration and wanted to give it their best effort

Goals:

- The main goal was to increase academic success for students
- To new LD students at home -based school
- To dance sense of belonging among LD students

Preparation for Increased Efforts: The school formed a site-based team that included general education
teacher, special education teachers. and support staff (e.g.. the librarian). The team met over
the summer on a voluntary bait to develop an implementation plan. The plan has been revised
periodically depending upon student and school needs.

faitial Staff Reactions: At first, the adjustment was difficult especially the issue of ckssroom ownership.
Overall, the teachers believe that all students benefit One teacher has been impressed with the quality of
instruction

Ingtgagarkosillgemet: Centel administrator believes that there will be a need for more LD teachers
to keep student/teacher ratios down. Some money will be saved on transportation. Teachers have gained a
greater variety of teaching strategies. Several respondents report a need for more training and inservia
support. There is an increased need for computers due to the increased severity of LD students being
integrated.

imingstaloWspOpsralinargceitEgi: The number of special education referrals has decreased among
older students. Among younger students, referrals have remained about the same. One respondent reported
that the daily schedule is now "exciting and different" Many resource students now receive more direct
instruction in needed content areas due to integration.

Planning for Wanted Inansction:

frr-CEirook
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Extenachedule Joint Planning: Planning is done whenever possible (before school, during lunc,
after school). A more formal type of planning takes place on Mondays due to early disclosed.

Perceived Adequacy: Almost all respondents reported the need for more joint planning time.

just:motional Role, in Integrated InPruction:

General Education Teachers A variety of instructional roles were reported by general education
teachers. Some teachers take turns with LD teacher serving as the lead" teacher at times. One
respondent indicated that the general education teacher is responsible for most of the grading
Other teachers shared co-tuching responsibilities with the ID teacher, depending upon who felt
moat comfortable with the content.

LD Teachers:). The LD teachers often alternated with general education teachers. At times they
serve as "lead" teacher and at other times they monitor students' wort. One LD teacher worked
more with mall soups and focused on study and organization *ills.

Aides/Others: The reading resource teacher helps in the classroom. The guidance counselor works
with students in the classroom on social skills. One aide monitors students' work during reading.

Typical Instructional Adaptations in Intatrated Classrooms:

Use of heterogeneous groupings
- Incorporation of computas as instructional tools
- Facilitating access to class notes
- Use of nianipulatives
- Mowing extra time to complete assignments
- Use of books on tape
- Use of lower level reading material.
- Incorporation of visual aides in lessons
- Use of role playing and real- life problem solving

In-School Availability of Service Options for LD Students: Pull-out pros= available for younger students.
Co-teadang and integrated classrooms available at all levels. Direct instruction by LD teacher can occur in
regular or separate clansman.

Observed hapset of !acres/led Integration Efforts:

Impact on LD Students: LD students' standardized test scores have been improving Their motivation to
learn has increased and they are socially accepted in the integrated classroom. They now feel like they are
part of the school. Most teachers reported positive results in all areas.

Impact on Staff: Overall. general education. teachers feel that integration has had a positive impact
LD teachers feel that more planning time is needed. General education teachers report that they
have gained a greater variety of teaching strategies, and LID teachers report that they have pined
a greater knowledge of coma

Impact on Others (e.x. non-disabled. support staff. etc.): General Education teachers report that
non-disabled students are positive in reprds to attitude, satisfaction, and academic success in integrated

classrooms. One respondent expressed concern that the class mane less focused because of the slower pace.

Overall bispresslons of Increased Letegradosi Efforts for Serving LD Studeets:

franalltramtla:

- All students benefit
Students can remain in their home schools

- Staff members pin greater knowledge of' content and strategies
- Excellent teacher willingness to work together
- Skills of romans teacher are being used with all students
- Chas atmosphere is more conducive to learning

Prosarn Weaknesses/Continuint Needs:

- Lack of planning time (joint and individual)
- Need for additional computers
- Scheduling problems
- Need for reduced class sizes

41:t 3
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Unrealized ghtala:

- Need for adaptations for all LD students
- Progress for all LD students. even those with severe disabilities

Recossinendations for Replication Elsewhere:

- Go slowly. spend a lot of time in training
Include general education early on in planning and program development
Hold frequent meetings for site teens and school staff
Have a consistent master schedule
Work out scheduling conflicts

- Have a flexible program design dependent on student wade
- Get all staff members involved
- Provide information to students about program changes

Exhibit. (If say):

Chestahrook Elementary School Network: Mission Statement and Objectives

r
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Overview of Increased Integration Efforts
for Serving Students with Leaning Disabilities

Name of School: Celd Harbor

School Mildew Hanover County Public School

Facts About Our School:

Sdwol Bettina Suburban

Socioeconomic gbeivedge: Middle Claw - (No Chapter I)

Contact Penal: Debra Hodge
Rt. 8, Box 220
Mechanicsville, VA 23111

Phone Number: (804) 730-3312

Ev:aathajcQindee: 1% Asian, 13-15% African - American

Total Students: 722

Number of Classroom Teachers: 30

Number of LD Teachers: 3

Other Support Personnel: ED, EMR, Remedial Reading. Guidance. Itinerant
Speech/Language, Visually In

Number of LD Students Receiving Services: 42

Our lategradae Efforts:

Dote We Bann Our Increased Integration Effects for LD Students: Mid Spring of last year and
beginning of 1991-92 school year with very preliminary planning begun in 1989.

j'aiotivatina Factors:

- Efforts began as part of the statewide "Systems Change" project
- Given high priority by the division Superintendent
- Saw a need for las isolation of LD students
- Considered the integration model as an opportunities for enhanced social skill development

- For all LD students to remain in general education clams and have the support they
need to be succaeful

- To provide opportunity for the LD and general education Withers to be involved in
collaborative teaching

- To provide an information base to assist teachers in implementing integration
- To allow individual school facilities to develop a personalized plan for increased integration
- To amid LD students in dealing wit*: real life situations they will encounter as adults

friasifisthrigfirseetlada: Formation of a division level integration team and an on-site
or building level team at each school. At Cold Harbor. an inservice was held in Fall 1991.
Two videotapes ware thews and written information was shared. Representatives from the team
met with the grade level to plan and share.

Initial suaRegigew Reactions were varied. General education teachers were
concerned about the amount of time the LD teacher would be available. LD teachers were concerned
about the finite number about" in a day. Administrators were supportive.

jamidsgathegthszsm& Impact on daily schedule: general education teachers felt they lost
fiexelility. Some respondents felt they were being asked to do double work and others felt their work
load was impounIsie given the number of hours available.

jingsgmlffeatiagheass&na: The integration efforts have faced general education
and LD teachers to look at individual students and to work together. Scheduling has become complicated. LD

fir-cherbor.
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teachers' time has been affected. There is concern that the teething and non-instructor load is too difficult
without extra assistance.

rtannint for Integrated Instruction:

Extost/Sclodule: Before and after school.

Perceived Adequacy: Planning time is perceived as inadequate. Some staff
members felt they could do a better job with more planning time.

Ingzsimalfigtakgrgeslingimcon:

General Education Teachers: The classroom teacher is viewed as the lead
teacher.

LD Teachers: The LD teacher functions as a support (e.g., assisting with materials, adding
to instruction, offering different strategies).

Aides/Others: Aides and volunteers are used as tutors but not for direct instruction.

lyrelpgil ctmiAshgligglgjaliggekal

- Shortened assigninents
- Individual and small group instruction
- Use of larger print
- Use of alternate reading series.
- Use of manipulative'
- Instruction in all modalities
- Tests taken in LD clawroonis
- Variation in pace
- Explicit teaching of study and organization skills

In-School Availability of Service Options for LD &intents- Yes

Observed Impact of Inereered Integration Efforts:

ImgAgilalugg& Positive impact. Academic success is better. One respondent felt it depended on the
individual and bow well he/she was able to mix. Seems to be harder for 5th graders.

Ipuract on Staff: Some LD teachers we leas protective of their LD students. Some
general education teachers reported lees fear or uncertainty in working with LD students.
Others have felt stress due to lack of clear plane.

Impact on Others (e.e.. non-disabled. swoon staff. etc.): Non-disabled students have benefited
from having additional teachen in the classroom who can give additional help when needed.
Different snategiea have worked for all students.

Oven' Impressions of Increased Integration Efforts for Serving LD &adages:

Ermalliradshil

- LD Midden feel more accepted and included
- The ID students we no longer stereotyped
- General clawroom teachers are more awareness of children's unique needs
- LD teachers haw pined a better understanding of general education 'Weals
- More team work has developed

EntamoltukasmatcediasiiKEzia

- Fiscal conatraints
Inadequacy of planning time
Large claw size

- Stheduling

Unrealized Goals:

- To have all children included and accepted
- To have more collaboration with all specialists
- Consistency in carrying out plain

3r
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Recommweedatims for Replication Elsewhere:

Realize that gestural education teachers may perceive LD students are not
getting awe Novices

- Start staff development two years before implementation
- Have a master plan in mind
- Include parents and community in the pluming efforts
- Be prepared to acknowledge the need for more personnel

Exhibits (If any):

Hamra. County Public Seismic Integrated Educational Opportunities For All Students

"
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Overview of Increased Integration Efforts
for Serving Students with Learning Maid lidos

Name of School: Hamilton Holmes School Contact Person: Douglas L Childers
Rt 1, Box 96
King William, VA
23026

School Division: King William County Public Schools Phone Nwasher: (804) 769-3316

Facts About Our School:

School Setting: Rural

Socioeconomic Characteristics: Fanning wide disparity from very poor to wealthy

Racial/Ethnic gjgaAmi: 35% African-Amer:loan and less than 1% Asian

Total Students: 704

Number of Classroom Teachers: 47

Number of LD Teachers: 4.5

Qtherlusgzh 1 EMR, I TMR, 0.5 ED, Related Services (Speech. OT and FT)

Number of LD Students Receiving Services: 53

Our Integration Efforts:

Date We Brain Our Increased Integration Efforts for LD Students: Current LD program began about eight
years ago. !nitration efforts began Fall 1991.

Motivating Factors:

- Desire that students with learning disabilities be las isolated
- View that students with learning disabilities can learn from their peers and need to be exposed to

models
- Some students with learning disabilities who were receiving consultative services needed collaborative

teaching for support
- Many non-disabled students also could receive help

- To return students with learning disabilities to the general classroom as soon as possible
- To create an environment where all students arc accepted by everyone in the school meanunity

Prevention for Increased Efforts: A staff development program was planned and implemented for all school
staff by the special education staff. Literature was shared and infonnation from classes and conferences

attended. Staff has worked together on integration efforts and through the child study committees.

jaiggsifiggiew General classroom teachers would welcome support from the LD teachers in their
teaching sod tionMaching tasks.

kgMirlatOEggeon: Created a special education department and appointed a department head.
Scheduling has been affected. Some flexibility has been lost with integration. Increased caseloads have caused
some reeentellog among Michas.

Insect on PolicieslOoerallut Procedures: More collaboration is needed between LD and general education
teachers regarding grades.

Pluming for Integrated Irntruction:

Extent/Schedule: Majority of planning occurs during the IEP process. Unschedukd planning
occurs during the day and before and after school.

4`!
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Perceived Adequacy: Planning time is perceived as being inadequate for the level of planning needed
to meet students' special needs and to coordinate instruction.

kiNMOSSILEASLiabinEtallaVAkm

General Education Packers: General education teachers make modification as needed and request
support when needed.

LO Teachers: LD teachers provide supplemental instruction for concepts and support for general
classroom teachers.

Aides/Other:

Typical hatructional Adaptations in bites:rated Classrooms:

- Shortened assignments such as reductions of spelling list
- Use of buddy system
- Use of manipulative in math instruction
- Use of typewriter or word processors
- Access to taped books
- Use of study guides for lectures
- Variation in instructional pace

In-School Availability of Service Options for LD Students: Self-contained, resource, and consultation servicesare
available to serve students.

Observed Impact of Increased Integration Efforts:

lnwact one LD Students: 11) students' attitudes have improved. Students come to school with a clearer
idea actual:wen expectations. Social acceptance also is good. LD students are expected to do what others
do with necessary modifications.

Impact on Staff: LD teachers are going into homerooms and providing effective monitoring. Some teachers
fear increased caseloads may occur because of program changes and that this will be overwhelming.

Impact on Others (e.g.. non-disabkd, support nal etc.: No impact on non-disabled students was reported.
One respondent stated that noo-disabled students are accustomed to being with LE) student in other activities.

Overall Impressions of Increased Integration Efforts for Serving LD Students:

Program Strengths:

- Teachers are caring and sensitive
- Self-contained students are being moved into the general classrooms and to the resource program
- Classroom integration is taking place as much as possible

Vihgraw!qicage*SraimingNeeds

- More staff development is needed
- Staff members need to observe in other systems using the integration model
- Need more communication between general and special education personnel

Ventilated Gosh:

- Convincing panels that their child can be successful in regular classroom

Reeenonesdadens ter Replication Elsewhere:

- Make sure the student is ready to be integrated
- Provide needed support to general education teachers
- Involve parents
- Develop open communication among all who are involved

Exhibits (If say): IEP Modifications List

4

fnHHobnes.doc-2

Final Report R117E10145 (C. K. Houck, 1992) - Page 351



Overview of Increased Integration Efforts
for Serving Students with Learning Disabilitke

Name of School: King William Senior High

School Diviskse: King William Public Schools

Facts About Our School:

Contact Person: Harry Rippeon
Rt. L. Box 401
King William, VA 23086

Phone Number: (804) 769-2708

§11)241-161for Rural

Socioecaronuc Broad range from disadvantaged to middle class and wealthy. Area is a bedroom
community for Richmond and Hanover County.

IWIEFaigkElgregerigeggy 65% Caucasian, 30'/. Africen-American, 5% Indian

Total Students: 485

Number of Teachers: 4 Cross Categorical

411111.108211hLEBINiu 3 EM teachers

Number of ID Students Receiving Services: 30-40

Our lategradron Efforts:

Date We Began Our Increased Integration Efforts for LD Students: Fall 1991

Motivating Factors:

- Desire to increase social skills of LD students
- A good plan presented by the LEP coordinator
- Increased integration was believed to be a better way to meet student needs

- To better integrate LD students and to help students who are not clssified as U)
To offer more individual attention by having two teachers in the classroom

- To increase students' learning and achievement

Prevention Haw provided two in-service programs. Also, two teachers visited another
county that is implementing inkvation effort'. Some staff members are attending classes at William
and Mary in the resource =suiting teacher program.

Initial zinggim Spacial education director "paved the way.' System is using site-based management.
Classroom teachers are very suppative. All volunteered to be cooperative teacher next year (1992-93).
LD teachers also were receptive.

Impact on School Resources: Saves on classroom space but requires a lot of staff development and
ha-depth scheduling.

bgagt ma Policies/Operating Procedures: Referrals have been about the one over the last two years.
Respondeks expected them to go down.

PI11101011.fidalliilikl0631211:

Esterti/Schodule: There is no fennel joint planning time. The modifications sheet is explained
to the general education teacher. U) teacher provides help with research paper. Planning owes
when needed. Next year hope to assign two ID teachers to 11th grade English. Hope to have
common planning period.

Perceived Adequacy: LD and general education teachers need more time to plan together.
Now planning wars through notes and periodically in oceiferences at end of grading period.

Instructional Roles in Integrated Instruction: Administrator will insist that it be a true partnership.

fn -KHig -1
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- Extended time for tens or assignrnents
- Cooperative learning groups
- Shortened anignmente
- Student conferencing
- Choice for project or product
- Some variation in pace

In-School Availability of Service Ootions for LD Students: Yes

Observed Inspect of Inereased Integrados Efforts:

lazed of LD Students:- Improvement in self-engem has been dramatic. Jug graduated the fiat self-
contained LD student. Success often depends on the individual student. He/she needs to be "hooked" into
something in order to focus. Teachers observed one student beginning to talk in class for the first time.

Impact of Staff: None reported.

kneed of Others (e.e.. non-disabled. swoon staff. etc.1 Respondents do not want to "water down"
curriculum next year. Most of the students know each other; therefore the impact of integration on

non-disabled students may be minimal.

Overall Inpreenose of Increased Integration Efforts for Serving LD Students:

tRinf011etoffig." -

IEPs are dear and modification' delineated

Proem Weaknones/Continuint Needs

- Regular teachers could be better informed about needs of LD students
- No structured time for collaboration
- More collaborative teaching is needed
- An side would be helpful to cover classes for meetings
- In a pull out program, the teacher bocci's" very close to the students

Unrealized Goals:

- Need to get plans formalized for jimmies activities
Find out bow curriculum needs to be modified to include strategies for teaching

- Collaborative twin{ is need

Reeenuresdadens far Replants Elsawletre:

- General and special educator" aunt be convinced and have the desire to place LD
"Wane in general education daemons.

Exhibits (If any):

;

e'

fn-KHigh-2
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Name of School: Oaldaad Interns:0de

Overview of Increased Integration Efforts
for Servhqg Students with Leonia* Direalsilities

Contact Perms: James Carol' Smith
32291 Road
Roanoke, VA 24012

School Divides: Roanoke City Phase Nsainher: (703) 921-2651

Facts About Our School:

School Seeing: Urban

Socioeconomic Chahar

Total Students: 175

50% Free Lunch

35-36% African-American

Number of Classroom T 7

tioftofj&ImINGE 1

2,1jsrlusmrmannsf: 1 EMH, 1 ED

Number of LD Students Receiving Services: 19

Our latepaties Efforts:

Pate We Began Our Increased Integration Efforts for LD Students: Some LD students were being
mainstreamed previously. Increased efforts toward integration occurred this year (1991-1992).

Motivating Factors:

- Principal was aware of the trend toward integration and wanted to prepare the students and staff
for these changes

- Strong belie in serving students in the general classroom for improved self-esteem
- To reduce stigma of pull-out program

- To raise teat scores and improve education of all students
- To inmate acoeptance of LD students in regular theses
- To provide the most supportive educational and social environment for

all AMINO

rmaggoandanangsligiva: Most doff del glopment has been one-on-one coafersocing between
gaffe:embers. One formal Weervior program was provided at the beginning of the year. The resource ID
teacher has served as primary trainer. Principal facilitated integration, cooperative teaching.
and whole lampsye instruction simultaneously. Together these efforts have supported the itigration efforts.

jgjtial Staff Reactions; Towhees report that this initiative has been difficult as all new things tend to be
Some are open and some we resistant. Some general education teachers report a lack of confidence for working
with ID sudents. LD teacher has been a *skive force.

kaput on School Reourcar One general education teacher reports student pin although she has
relied on aide wed ID teacher for help. Impact depended upon the individual teacher. Some staff members
expremed cower= reprding inter:edictal space

Impact on Policies/Operating Procedures: Daily schedules have changed. LD teacher schedules
wound general classroom schedules. This is very difficult and requires much flexibility.

ExtentScipsdols: Joint planning time vari ranging from daily joint planning to very little.

Perceived Adequacy: Joint planning time was perceived as inadequate and very

hiOakland

Final Report R117E10145 (C. K. Houck, 1992) - Page 354



tiring when scheduled between 3:30 -5:30 p.m. This lack of pluming time is the biggest
"bone of contention."

Instructional Roles in Integrated Instruction:

General Education Teachers: Usually reported to be the instructional leader.
Some true team teaching reported by one general education teacher. Some teachers
provide a copy of lemon plans to LD teacher and aide and they help to adapt lessons.

LD Teachers: Assists individual LD students, offers alternative strategies for
instruction. and monitors student understanding of anignments. Engages in oo-teaching in some
instances.

Aides/Others: Follows adaptations and rotates around the room assisting students
who need help.

Tvoical Instructional Adaptations in Integrated Classrooms:

- Provide muhimodal spellina material
- Use shortened assignments (ex 74 words instead of full list)

Employ whole language instruction to accommodate for difference in learning pace
- Use cooperative leaning groups
- Use of manipulative' in math instruction

In-School Availability of Service Options for LD Students: Offer pull-out services as necessary
usually because of students' inappropriate behavior.

Observed Impact of becreased Integration Efforts:

lageassna21114= Overall positive but attitude vane: by grade level. Young
children do not seem aware of difference. Social acceptance is reported as favorable. Academic
success is very positive-

kthoact on Staff LD teacher reports integration has enhanced her professional development. She
has gone to all training experiences available during last two years. School has asked for additional aide
next year. Some general teachers report that they sometimes wish for a "little pull-out time" due to

students' disrupting behavior.

knout on Others (e.g.. non-disabled. sown staff. etc.): Some staff members feel it is more
difficult to integrate ED students because clataroom teachers feel "overwhelmed" by them.

Overall Impressions of Increased Integrados Efforts for Serving LD Students:

Program Strengths:

- A committed principal willing to take risks
- A ootnprebensive instructional program which integates cooperative

leaning. whole language instruction. and inclusion of special education students

Program Weaknenes/Conlinuina_Needs

- Large percentage of special education students per grade level and few general education classroom
- State recommended case loads are too high
- Time in a problem. Need more for planning and sharing

Unreelized Goals:

- Acceptance of all students in the regular classroom
- Need for more co-taeching and more multi-sensory teaching in the

clanroom
- Reduction I case iced for teachers so U) students are not seen as an extra burden

BEST COPY =LALE

firOakland
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Recommendation for Replication Elsewhere:

Create an honest fins of communication between general and special education teachers
to avoid mindarstanding or lure' battles

- Provide fiscal support for additional ..ides and other resources
- Study carefully and prepare teachers
- Proceed slowly and dont initiate too much at one time

Exhibits (If any):

Roanke City Public Schools: Oakland Intermediate School's Student Support Referral

fit-oakum
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Name of School: Marion High School

Overview of Increased lategradost Efforts
for Serving Students with Lemming Disabilities

Contact Person: Mr. Jim R. Sullivan
8411 Stage Street

Marion, VA 24354

School Division: Smyth County Public Schools Phase Number: (703) 7113-4731

Facts About Our School:

Moolljag: Suburban/rural

Socioeconomic Characteristics: Mixed; greater number of lower SES

Eadijagikajmeagizoagr 97-9S% Caucasian; 2% African-American. some
Hispanics/Asians

Total Students: 920

Number o 55

Number of LD Teachers: 2

gala tSzgadlenomel: 2 EMH teachers

Number of LD Students Receiving Services: 62

Oar integratioa Efforts:

Date We Began Our Increased Inteeration Efforts for LD Students: LD program evolved from
study skills remediation m 1977 to a WI continuum of services seven to eight years ago.
Program has maintained *ability for last few years. No recent school efforts to alter what is considered
to be a successful program.

Motivating Factors:

- Much earlier. found that self-contained LD students who had not been integrated for any general
education claws were unable to handle general education classroom even for electives.

- Also found that self-contained LD students were unable to work with large peer group and they
lacked needed social skills. This led to earlier changes to current resource model and cluster

-grouping efforts.

-To have all special education students *rolled in work study program by the junior year.
-To improve reading and study skills.

Initial Staff Reactions: Currently attitudes vary ranging from teachers feeling all special students should be in
'apatite clams to those that say. 1 don't mind integrating LD students and I use cooperative learning to
achieve this."

inmagOsitaajkostrm The LD program has grown over the years and additional
remoras have beam made available to meet the growing needs,

IMniaglidigiccd221ElailarengkfM:

Plamint for lotemaletillteuclion:

ExtengSclredule: No scheduled joint planning time is available.

Perceived Adequacy:

Rolesjakissraksagbygiar

General Education Teachers: NA
4 `; S

ftrMarionHS
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LD Teachers: NA

Aides/Otherr: NA

Twice' Instructional Adaptations in lacerated Classrooms: (Within current program)

- Teets may be aloud in the resource room
- LD students may be grouped for content classes taught by LD teacher or a specially selected general C1111110002

towbar.
- Expectations may be altered in some classes but not in others
- Texts may be read aloud in claw or easier texts may be used
- Instructional pace may be varied depending on 'Wentz' understanding of material

In-School Availability of Service Options for U) Students: Full continuum of services from
modified setf-contained placement in content areas (formally mainstreamed for P.E.., lunch, etc.) to
100% placement in general classroom with program monitored at lout serniamsually.

Observed Impact of lacreseed Integration Efforts:

Impact on LD Students: Some LD students are cooperative but complain that the work in general
clan room is too difficult. One teacher reports that LD students are more open in small cluster
grouped content area clam

Impact on Staff: Two regular class teachers reported increased satisfaction working with LD
students. Other respondents reported that secondary teachers often do not feel adequately trained
to work with LD students and feel overwhelmed when faced with a wide range of abilities in their
classes.

Impact on Others (ce.. non-disabled. swoon stafE etc.): None reported.

Overall Impraniese of Increased Integration Efforts for Serving LD Stadeete: (Based on =Tad program; No recent efforts to
increase integration due to confidence in program.)

hmsma0B0mObr

-Full continuum of services,
- Strong job placement program and vocational rehabilitation services
-Good metres success
-Acceptance by non-disabled students. teachers, and parents

Fromm Wealulesses/Continuine Needs:

-Lack of joint planning time
-Lack of oufficieet ieriavice training

2151iii114CWE

-LD students often lack drills needed to ask for help and be self - advocates
-Entire faculty has not had an opportunity to participate in ineervice training on

methods and teaching strategies for intruding W students.

Recammendadase for Repicados Elsewhere:

-Carefully select placement in general education classrooms to avoid studeotheacher mix-matches
-Takes slow approach to change
-Keep the students' needs in mind when considaing change
-Resist pressures from outside forces for initiatives that appear counter to wisdom gained from direct

school experience

&Mirka (If any):

fir=MariortHS
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Overview of Increased Integration Efforts
for Serving Students with Learning Mobilities

Name of School: Marion Intermediate School Contact Person: William Graybeal
820 Stage Street
Marion, VA 24354

School Smyth County Public Schools Phone Number: (703) 783-4731

Facts About Our School:

School Settkup Suburban/rural

Inimmajpclikwedga: Mixed; greater number of low SES

Racial/Ethnic Characterization: 97-98% Caucasian; 2% African - American; some Hispanics
& Asians

Number 21

Number of LD Teachers: 2

Other Suwon Personnel: Special Education: 1 EMH; 2 TMH; 2 MB; Learning Center Teacher

Our Integration Efforts:

No major change in program in remorse to REI at this time. Current program judged successful. Currently,
students are mainstreamed to the extent appropriate.

Date We Beim Our Increased Integration Efforts for LD Students: See above

Motivating Factors: See above

- Increases in the number of students to be served has encouraged use of integration to the extent
appropriate over the years. No recent changes.

- To decrease the size of LD self-contained classes
- To provide LD students with a variety of activities; instructional and social

Preparation for Increased Efforts: System-wide activities have been offered over the years and regional
courses have been provided by UVA. Self-contained LD teachers talked with parents and held meetings with
special education administrators. Special education teachers met with general education teachers and followed
standard procedures for changing placements, where appropriate.

Initial Staff Reactions: Several individuals believe that the forces behind increased integration efforts are
impractical and do not consider the preparation and workload of general education teachers. Some support
the integration movement and others fear that regular education teachers "will be spread in too many directions."
Teachers are also concerned that increased integration will result in scheduling conflicts and inadequate student
services. They foresee limited opportunities for joint planning.

Impact on School Resources: Current system utilizes personnel and instructional space effectively.

olnsearesitgh2gagnermkres: Existing practice deemed successful; no recent change in policies or
procedures.

ExtentSchsduk: Current practice allows for planning between general and special education as
seudent needs arise.

Psrceived Adequacy. Overall, more joint planning time would be beneficial. One respondent stated
that planning time is adequate but not "ideal."

kutructional Roles in Lapnrated Instruclinn:

4'0
fnienyth 1 .doc-I
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Qgglitagsgaiseigichen: In one situation where the LD resource teacher goes into a general
education classroom one period per week, the general education teacher provides most of ooeleot area
instruction and works cooperatively with the LD teacher.

ID Teachers: The LD teacher who co-teach in the general education daemon makes sure that the
students stay on task and assists the general education teachers as needed. Within the current program,
LD teachers consult with general education teachers concerning the academic and behavioral needs of
the resource stidents in the general education classroom.

Aide 'Others: The Learning Lab teacher assists general and special needs students
with classroom assignments and initiates lessons of her own while students are in the
lab.

112I2COPIfilaililliaa0MIME:110/3=akgcliM22Ma: Within the current program &mei" teachers make
use of a variety of adaptation including:

- Reduced expeaatioos
Shortened migraines

- Acme and use of lower level materials
- The provision of opportunity to use artistic ability or oral skills
- Group work
- Use of inaructional games
- Use of congeners as instructional tools
- Oral reading of tests, etc.

jp-School Availability of Service Options for LD Students:

-Resource program is available
-Mainstream monitoring option is available

Observed Impact of Increased Integration Efforts:

Impact on LD Students: There has been a more positive attitude toward learning and school. The olainstreamed
students seem very satisfied with their placement. They are more socially accepted now and have had more
academic success in the classroom.

bnnact on Stag: Overall, stalimembers are satisfied with their current service delivery systan. They are
concerned that general education students will lose valuable instructional opportunities under an increased
integrated system,.

Overall Impressions of Increased Integration Efforts for Serving LD Students:

Prow= Strengths: (Of Current Program)

- Strong and caring faculty
- General as/cation teachers willing to make modifications for LD students
- LD misdates DOW involved in gamsl education program increased competitivenessand

reduced stigma

Erosocullisosmosslgamingyjsski

- More planning tints needed between special and general education teachers
- Workload is gest
- Some classrooms are overcrowded
- Need additional for addressing special needs in the general educationclassrooms

Unrealized Goals: (Of Current Program)

- Desire to increase all students' awareness of what it is like to have a learning disability
- One respondent would lite to see more students pass the sixth grade literacy passport test

Reammetulations for IRapheation Elsewhere:

- Be sure the proposed changes are going to truly be an improvement for students
- Avoid changes simply for change sake. Develop and improve programs over time

Exhibits (If any):

limenythl .doc-2
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Cardinal Forte Elementary I Special Science Teacher-led ID teacher Leader 

demonstration; whole 
group; seat work 

Aide Support 

2 Social Studies Teacher-led discumion; CISIMMOM teacher Leader 
bole group and peer 
Ilrou Ps 

Aide Monitoring 

3 Social Studies Teacher-led discussion; U3 teacher Leader 
individual seat work 

Aide Support 

4 Language Arts/Reading Individual instruction by U3 Teacher Leader 
teacher and aide (small 
group reading) 

Aide Support 

Hemmer Public Scheele: 

Cold Harbor Elementary I Physical Education Teacher-directed skill Classroom teacher Support 
development (small 
groupindividual 
instruction) 

U3 teacher Leader 

2 Reading Teacher led small group Classroom teacher Leader 

LD teacher Support 

4 

RE: Follow-up visits: Observations (fit=observ.doc)-3 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No Combination high risk 
students, ESL, and LE( 
students combined 

No Divided class with LD 
teacher to tedium size. 
Used peer teaching is 
Pain- 

No Research on 

knighthood; used word 
bank for LD students 

No Yes Computer assisted 
instruction being used 
to individualize small 
group teaching for 
reacting and language 

Yes No Teethe(' shared lead 

teaching responsibility, 
integrated self - 

contained LD class with 
regular class 

No Yes Small group reading 
(altenusive assignment; 
LD students peered with 
non-disabled peers to 
facilitate laming 

4 7 
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